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Donald H. Monroe 
James T. Moore 
Merl M. Moore, Jr. 
William H. Moore 
John W. Mueller, Jr. 
Francis X. Munisteri 
Edward L. Murphy, Jr. 
John B. Murphy, Jr., 0948683 
Clive E. Murray, Jr., 0947778 
Michael Nakonechny, Jr. 
Robert C. Nealey 
William J. Nelson 
Joseph C. Nesbitt 
Jack W. Nielsen 
John R. Nielsen, 0948511 
Oliver M. Nikoloff II · 
James E. Niles 
Oscar F. Noss, Jr. 
George A. Nowak 
Howard W. Nunez, Jr., 0958109 
Thomas M. O'Hara, 0954101 
Robert E. Olson 
Frederick T. O'Neill 
Sidney E. Ormes, Jr. 
Donald M. Palmer 
Richard A. Palmer, 0953737 
Dwayne A. Panzer, 0947969 
George M. Paris 
David R. Parrish 
Carl R. Patterson, 0954100 
Noe 0. Pena 
Edward W. Pence 
Oswald E. Perkins 
Elroy F. Perrien 
George E. Peters, Jr. 
Frank W. Philippbar 
Joe E. Pierce 
Rocco Piganell, 0955684 
Thelmus G. Plummer 
Roger D. Powell 
Donald B. Poynter 
Chesley D. Prichard, 0954723 
William B. Proctor, 0954392 
Albert B. Pyle, 0955176 
Jack A. Quirey 
Arthur J. Rafferty 
John R. Rarick 
Jay B. Rash 
Edward R. Ravenel III, 0958159 
John L. Ray, 0947837 
Roy A. Redmond 
Earl H. Reeg, Jr. 
Johnny Reus-Froylan 
Charles R. Rice 
Ronald N. Richards 
John L. Ridgeway, 0956009 
Thomas N. Ringo 
Carleton J. Robinson, 0961035 
Haldon G. Robinson 
Willard B. Rogers 
Newman Rome 
William J. Ronchelli 
Gordon D. Rowe 
Everett C. Royal, 0954644 
Dean L. Rumburg 
James W. Ryan 
Wallace E. Ryle 
John R. Saldine 
Paul L. Savage 
Bruce K. Schmid 
Arnold J. Schwartz 
Charles E. Scott 
Charles A. Seitz 
Robert P. Selm 
Sherman M. Seltzer 
Philip L. Semsch 
Clarence A. Shanks 
Ralph L. Sh~nnon, 0954657 
Robert H. Sharpe 
Harold E. Shaw, 0957618 
Dwight M. Sheldon 
Louis H. Shelton, 0949504 
John A. Shortal 
Charles M. Short 
Louis F. Siegel 
Donald E. Sloan 
George J. Small 
William W. Smith 
William R. Smithea 
Robert W. Spoede, 0954680 
James E. Stacy, 0955127 
Johnson L. Stambaugh 
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Leon B. Stayton, Jr. 
Donald H. Steenburn 
Leslie E. Stephenson 
William T. Stevenson, 0955940 
Carroll A. St. Martin, 0954454 
George H. Strauss, 0957642 
Rufus C. Streater 
Leslie W. Sturdivant, 0955576 
Robert C. Styslinger 
Mario A. Suro-Burgos 
Russell J. Suther, 0958412 
Thomas J. Sweeny 
William U. Sykes 
Charles W. Tate, Jr. 
William B. Taylor 
Charles A. Terry, 0948414 
Edward M. Thoben, Jr. 
Charles E. Thomann 
Harold I. Thomas 
John F. Thompson 
John H. Thomf>son 
John W. Timmins, Jr. 
Earl N. Trabue 
Robert L. Turman 
Frederick C. Turner 
Glenn E. Turner, Jr. 
Lawrence M. Tuthill 
Lloyd S. Underhill 
Guinn E. Unger 
Willis M. Vanaell 
Charles I. Vinikow 
Albert L. Walker 
Elwood R. Walls 
Edwin S. Walters 
John M. Walton 
Eugene W. Ward 
John J. Warnke, Jr. 
Walter K. Waymeyer 
Thomas H. Webb 
Jack W. Weech 
Robert E. Weigel 
Doyle D. Weigner 
Stanley Wesolowski, 0958059 
William F. West, 0957219 
William C. White 
William E. Whitely 
Joseph M. Wilhere, 0954406 
Edwin J. Williams, Jr. 
Lonnie W. Williams, 0954403 
Richard A. Williams 
Floyd M. Wilson, 0947781 
Charles C. Winn 
Donald H. Wolcott 
Dudley L. S. Woods, Jr. 
Richard J. Woolshlager 
Alan B. Worthington 
John J. Wren 
George Wright 
James C. Yadon, 0949928 
Bruce C. Young 
Ralph K. Younger 
Charles B. Zumwalt, 0957221 
The following-named persons for appoint

ment in the Regular Army of the United 
States in the grade of second lieutenant in 
the Medical Service Corps, under the provi
sions of section 506 of the Officer Personnel 
Act of 1947 (Public Law 381, 80th Cong.), 
effective June 15, 1949, subject to physical 
qualification, and with dates of rank to be 
determined by the Secretary of the Army: 

John R. Cross 
George A. Custer, 0956353 
Robert D. Forger 
Landon Garrett, Jr. 
Eldred E. Jones 
Hogan A. Randle, 0949952 
Virgil S. Thurlow 
Robert E. Ward, 0949965 
Donald L. Welling, 0956394 
Dale E. Wykoff 

CONFIRMATIONS 
Executive nominations confirmed by 

the Senate March 31 (legislative day of 
March 18), 1949: 

IN THE ARMY 
APPOINTMENTS IN THE REGULAR ARMY 

The nominatfons of Sterrett E. Dietrich; 
Medical Corps, 0261907, et al., for appoint-

ment in the Medical, Dental, Medical Serv
ice, and Judge Advocate General's Corps, 
Regular Army of the United States, in the 
grade and corps specified, under the pro
visions of section 506 of the Officer Personnel 
Act of 1947 · (Public Law 381, 80th Cong.) 
and title II of the Act of August 5, 1947 
(Public Law 365, 80th Cong.), which were 
confirmed today, appear in full in the Senate 
proceedings of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD for 
March 24, 1949, under the caption "Nomina
tions," beginning with the name of Sterrett 
E. Dietrich, which appears on page 3102. 
APPOINTMENTS, BY TRANSFER, IN THE REGULAR 

ARMY 
The following-named officers for appoint

ment, by transfer, in the Regular Army of 
the United States without specification of 
branch, arm, or service : 

Capt. Francis John Kelly, 037505, Medical 
Service Corps, United States Army. 

Capt. Ernest Harry Wallace, 037552, Medi· 
cal Service Corps, United States Army. 

PROMOTIONS IN THE REGULAR ARMY OF THE 
UNITED STATES 

The nominations of Phyllis W. Adams and 
other officers for promotion in the Regular 
Army of the United States, under the provi
sions of section 107 of the Army-Navy Nurses 
Act of 1947, which were confirmed. today, 
were received by the Senate on March 24, 
1949, and appear in full in the Senate pro
ceedings of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD for 
that day under the caption "Nominations," 
beginning with the name of Phyllis w. 
Adams, appearing on page 3103, and ending 
with the name of Alma Shaw Wafnwright on 
pag~ 3106. · 

IN THE NAVY 
TEMPORARY APPOINTMENTS IN THE NAVY 

Temporary appointment to the grade of redr 
admiral in the Civil Engineer Corps of the 
Navy 
Lewis N. Moeller 

Temporary appointment to the grade of rear 
admirai in the Dental Corps of the Navy 
Robert S. Davis 

Temporary appointment to the grade of 
captain in the line of the Navy 

George B. Chafee Satnuel D. Simpson 
Frederick S. Hall Bruce E. S. Trippen-
James A. Morrison see 
William J. O'Brien Wilfred A. Walter 
Mell A. Peterson David L. Whelchel 

HOUSE OF REPRESE~TATIVES 
_THURSDAY, MARCH 31, 1949 

The House met at 12 o'clock noon. 
Rev. Edward E. Tate, headmaster, 

St. Stephen's School for Boys, Alex
andria, Va .. offered the following prayer: 

0 God of infinite power and might, 
the maker and ruler of all men upon 
the earth, we commend this Nation to 
the guidance of Thy wisdom and to the 
keeping of Thy laws. May those who 
have been chosen by the people to serve 
them carry out their sacred responsi
bilities in honesty and uprightness of 
life. May they never be allowed to for
get that they are answerable, not alone 
to the people but to the God who knows 
and judges. Deliver them from the in
ordinate love of power and the motives 
of personal aggression, from the consid
erations of ambitious men or their infl.u
ence in place of the -demands of truth 
and justice. Bless them, 0 God, in their 
several duties with an ever larger vision 
of truth, an ever deeper sense of the de
mands of righteousness, so that through 
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their faithfulness the life of our peo-

. ple may be sustained by wise policies, 
strengthened by good government, and 
lifted to a higher plane of destiny and 
achievement. 

And, O Father, who hast appointed a 
day when the kingdoms of this world 
shall become one with the Kingdom of 
our Lord, inspire us all with such loyalty 
that we may serve Thee as Thou de
servest, choosing Thy way as our own. 
May we be satisfied, in these days of per
plexity and anxiety, with nothing less 
than a country at unity with itself, so 
that in winning our bid for freedom and 
fell ow ship we may guide the world into 
a larger unity of all men. All this we 
ask through Him who came to set men 
free, Jes us Christ our Lord. Amen. 

The Journal of the proceedings of 
yesterday was read and approved. 

MESSAGE FRCM THE SENATE 

A message from the Senate, by Mr. 
Carrell, one of its clerks, announced that 
the Senate had passed without amend
ment a bill of the House of the following 
t.itl~: 

H. R. 3910. An act to extend for a temporary 
period the provisions of the District of Co-
1 umbia Emergency Rent Act. 

FEDERAL BONUS FOR SERVICE IN WORLD 
WAR II BY RESIDENTS OF THE DISTRICT 
OF COLUMBIA 

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Committee 
on Veterans' Affairs be discharged from . 
further consideration of the bill <H. R. 
1233) to provide a Federal bonus for 
service in World War II by residents of 
the District of Columbia, and that the 
bill be ref erred to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Mississippi? 

There was no objection. 
EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

Mr. PERKINS asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
RECORD in three instances and include 
in each an article, one from the United 
Mine Workers Journal, dated March 15, 
and the other two from the New York 
Times on the United Mine Workers wel
fare fund. 

Mr. CHRISTOPHER asked and was 
given permission to extend his remarks 
in the RECORD. 

SPECIAL ORDER GRANTED 

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan
imous consent that on Monday next, 
after the disposition of business on the 
Speaker's desk and the conclusion of 
special orders heretofore granted, I may 
address the House for 10 minutes. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 
EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

Mr. KEOGH asked and was given per
mission to extend his remarks in the 
RECORD and to include an address by 
former Postmaster General· James Farley. 
ECONOMIC COOPERATION ADMINISTRA-

TION 

. Mr. KEOGH. Mr. Speaker,· I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re
marks at this point in the RECORD, 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. KEOGH. Mr. Speaker, I should 

like to direct the attention of the House 
at this time to the fact that the bill con
tinuing the foreign-aid program does not 
require American-flag participation in 
the carriage of ECA cargoes in trades be
tween foreign ports and does not, there
fore, make adequate provision for the use 
of American-flag tankers for the trans
portation of petroleum and petroleum 
products to various ECA nations. The 
act provides that petroleum cargoes be 
provided from sources outside the United 
States wherever practicable. Most of 
this transportation takes place in the 
so-called indirect trades, such as the 
movement of petroleum from Venezuela 
or the Persian Gulf areas to Europe. 
During the past year most of this trans
portation has been carried on by foreign
flac tankers, the American-flag partici
pation being negligible. The situation is 
especially bad because there is now a 
surplus of American-flag tanker tonnage, 
and the American-flag tanker fleet is 
threatened with wholesale lay-ups. Both 
the CIO and the A. F. of L. unions are 
concerned about the resulting unemploy-
ment. · 

I intended to offer an amendment to 
clarify this situation. However, I am in
formed that Mr. Hoffman has made per
sonal assurances to the Merchant Marine 
and Fisheries Committee that he would 
make necessary readjustments to give 
the American-flag tanker fleet a reason
able participation in the indirect tanker 
movement. I shall, therefore, refrain 
from offering any amendment to cover 
that situation. I assume that under this 
program American-flag tankers will re
ceive at least one-third of the indirect 
tanker movement business. I have full 
confidence in Mr. Hoffman's assurances 
on this point, but I desire that the House 
know that I am relying in this connection 
upon these assurances. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

Mr. HAYS of Ohio asked and was 
given permission to extend his remarks 
in the RECORD and include a newspaper 
article. 

Mr. McGRATH asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
RECORD. 

PERMISSION TO EXTEND REMARKS 
AT THIS POINT 

Mr. TAURIELLO. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my remarks 
at this point in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. TAURIELLO. Mr. Speaker, on 

March 25 the Greeks all over the world 
celebrated Greek Independence Day, the 
one hundred and twenty-eighth anniver
sary of their freedom from the Turks 
who had overrun and conquered their 
country. I am sure the House of Rep
resentatives does not want the commem
oration of this day by a great race of 
courageous and liberty-loving people to 
go unnoticed. 

When we think of Greece, we are re
minded of a gallant. courageous. and 

valiant people who, during this last 
World War, stood up in the face of over
whelming odds and, like the Greeks of 
ancient times, fought the invading and 
destructive hordes from the north who 
devastated her land and homes and 
slaughtered them by the thousands. 

When we think of Greece, we think of 
Sparta and Athens, where the principles 
of democracy were really practiced, who 
ruled the world in ancient times, and 
who contributed so much to the civiliza
tion of the world. We think of some of 
the great men she produced-Demos
thenes, Pericles, Socrates, Plato, Aris
totle, Pindar, Herodotus, Themistocles, 
Lycurgus, and Solon, and many others 
renowned in their respective fields. 

When we think of Greece, we think 
of the fine American citizens of Greek 
extraction who have contributed so much 
to the business and cultural life of this 
great country of ours, who are the finest 
type of citizens. 

When we think of Greece, we think of 
a valiant, gallant, and courageous peo
ple who are continuing their fight for 
independence and democracy against the 
destructive hordes of communism, and 
surely we, as the most powerful Nation 
in the world, want to direct all the eco
nomic aid possible to help her in her 
great struggle to survive and to take her 
rightful place in the sun with the other 
nations of the world. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

Mr. GRANAHAN asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
RECORD and include an article from the 
Philadelphia Evening Bulletin of March 
28. 

Mr. WILLIAMS asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
RECORD and include an editorial. 

Mr. PATMAN asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
RECORD in three instances and include 
certain statements and excerpts. 

Mr. HEBERT. Mr. Speaker, on March 
24 I was granted permission by the House 
to extend my remarks in the RECORD and 
include extraneous matter. I am in
formed by the Public Printer that the 
cost of printing will be $159. 75. Not
withstanding the cost, I ask unanimous 
consent that the extension may be made. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Louisiana? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. MACK of Washington asked and 

was given permission to extend his re
marks in the record in two instances and 
include extraneous matter. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr .. Speaker, for 
the information of the Members con
cerning the proposed repairs to the House 
Chamber, I ask unanimous consent to ex
tend my remarks in the RECORD and in
clude therein a letter with an enclosure 
received from David Lynn, the Architect 
of the Capitol. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mas
sachusetts? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. KENNEDY asked and was given 

permission to extend his remarks in the 
RECORD and include an article from th~ 
Washine:ton News. 
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Mr. COUDERT asked and was given 

permission to extend his remarks in the 
RECORD and include a letter. 

Mr. DOYLE asked and was given per
mission to extend his remarks in the REC• 
ORD in two instances and include news
paper editorials. 

CALL OF THE HOUSE 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. Mr. Speak
er, I make the point of order that a quo
rum is not present. 

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum 
is not present. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I 
move a call of the House. 

A call of the House was ordered. 
The Clerk called the roll, and the fol

lowing Members failed to answer to their 
names: 

Bailey 
Barrett, Pa. 
Blatnik 
Bolton, Ohio 
Bosone 
Bulwinkle 
Cell er 
Dawson 
Dingell 
Dolliver 
Evins 
Fernandez 
Gilmer 
Gossett 
Hall, 

Leonard W. 

[Roll No. 58] 
Hoffman, Mich. Riehlman 
'.Horan Scott, 
Jenison Hugb D., Jr. 
Jennings Smith, Ohio 
Juda Somers 
Kearns Stanley 
Kirwan Stefan 
Macy Thomas, N. J. 
Merrow Welch, Mo. 
Morrison Whitaker 
Morton White, Idaho 
Murdock Wood 
O'Brien, Mich. Woodhouse 
O'Toole Woodruff 
Poulson 
Powell 

The SPEAKER. On this roll call, 388 
Members have answered to their names, 
a quorum. 

By unanimous consent, further pro
ceedings under the call were dispensed 
with. 
COMMITTEE ON HOUSE ADMINISTRATION 

Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr. Speaker, I 
ofier a resolution <H. Res. 176) and ask 
for its immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol
lows: 

Resolved, That CHASE GOING WOODHOUSE, 
of Connecticut, be, i;i.nd she is hereby, elected 
a member of the standing Committee of the 
House of Representatives on House Admin
istration. 

The resolution was agreed to. 
REGULATION OF OLEOMARGARINE 

Mr~ COLMER. Mr. Speaker, I call up 
House Resolution 168 and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read as fallows: 
Resolved, That immediately upon the adop

tion of this resolution it shall be in order 
to move that the House resolve itself into 
the Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union for the consider.ation of 
the bill (H. R. 2023) to regulate oleomarga
rine, to repeal certain taxes relating to oleo
margarine, and for other purposes. That 
after general debate, which shall be confined 
to the bill and continue not to exceed 
3 hours, to be equally divided and controlled 
by the chairman and ranking minority mem
ber of the Committee on Agriculture, the 
bill shall be read for amendment under the 
5-minute rule. At the conclusion of the 
consideration of the bill for amendment, the 
Committee shall rise and report the bill to 
the House with such amendments as may 
h ave been adopted and the previous ques
tion shall be considered as ordered on the 
bill and amendments thereto to final pas
sage without intervening motion, except one 
motion to recommit. 

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 30 
minutes to the gentleman from Illinois 

CMr. ALLEN]; and pending that I yield 
myself 5 minutes. 

Mr. Speaker, this resolution makes in 
order consideration of H. R. 2023, known 
as the Granger bill. There was quite a 
little testimony before the Rules Com
mittee to the effect that there would be 
a substitute bill offered, the Poage bill, 
and possibly another amendment offered 
by the gentleman from South Carolina 
CMr. RIVERS] which would seek to follow 
still another course. 

This matter of oleomargarine versus 
butter or butter versus oleomargarine 
has been kicking around in this Congress 
for some 15 years or more, to my per
sonal knowledge; and altogether for 
some 60 years. The question that will be 
presented to the House today through 
representatives of the two opposing 
groups, as I understand it, would seek 
.first, under H. R. 2023, certain types of 
curtailment upon the shipment of oleo
margarine. The opponents of that 
theory of the legislation contend that 
that gives butter an unfair advantage. 
The proponents of H. R. 2023, on the 
other hand, contend that the dairy in
dustry should have some Federal protec
tion. 

Under the Poage bill, which I under
stand will be offered, oleomargarine 
would not be discriminated against ex
cept that the law would require that 
oleomargarine be distinctly and defi
nitely designated and marked as such, 
in order that the consuming public could 
not be misled, and would know in the 
first instance whether they were pur
chasing oleomargarine or butter. 

I understand further that that bill pro
vides that each package of oleomargarine 
would be required to be marked or 
branded as such, and that therefore the 
housewife·or anyone who desired to pur
chase either eommodity would know 
what they were purchasing when they 
purchased it, and that safeguards 
thereby would be thrown around the con
suming public so that some unscrupulous 
merchant or dealer could not sell them 
oleomargarine when they thought they 
were purchasing butter. 

Of course, in this conflict which has 
been waging, the advocates of the 
Granger bill take the position that the 
dairy industry should be given more pro
tection. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen
tleman from Mississippi [Mr. COLMER] 
has expired. 

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself one additional minute. 

It is my personal thought, as one who 
tries to approach the matter sincerely, 
that if the public, the body in whom we 
should be primarily interested, is pro
tected in that they know what they are 
purchasing, that is as far as the Con
gress should go. In the final analysis, 
this House will have an opportunity un
der this rule granted by the Rules Com
mittee to pass upon the merits and de
merits of the conflicting theories as they 
will be presented here today and pos
sibly tomorrow. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman from Mississippi 
has expired. 

Mr. ALLEN of lllinois. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 

New Jersey CMr. CANFIELD] and ask 
unanimous consent that he may proceed· 
out of order. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle
man from Illinois? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. CANFIELD. Mr. Speaker, have 

you, perchance observed the reported de
light experienced by the President when 
·he signed the rent-contr"ol bill passed by 
both Houses of Congress this week? 
Yesterday in signing the bill he said it 
meant effective rent control; he also 
went on to say that it meant a crushing 
defeat for the real-estate lobby. When 
the conference report was being debated 
in this House this week I asked the dis
tinguished chairman of the House Com
mittee on Banking and Currency in 
charge of the bill, very politely, I thought, 
this question: "Is it not true that the 
local option feature of the bill is obnox
ious to the President of the United 
States?" And his answer was, "I have 
no reason to think so.'' Then he went 
on to say that I was injecting politics .in-
to the debate. • 

Let me call attention to the exact re
marks made by the President in address
ing the mayors' conference here in Wash
ington on March 21. These remarks 
bear on the local option feature of rent 
control. I quote: 

During recent weeks the real-estate lobby 
has made a concerted effort to have rent con
trol turned over to the cities and localities. 
I have no doubt that the elected officials · of 
city and local governments in most large city 
areas are as strongly in favor of effective rent 
control as I am. They know that their 
problems of overcrowding, relief to the needy, 
crime and juvenile delinquency, would be 
greatly ·increased if rent controls were re
moved. now. The point is, however, that 
most cities have neither the legal authority 
nor the financial resources to carry out a 
successful program of rent control. The 
real-estate lobby knows this perfectly well. 
It wants us to turn rent control over to local 
authority-not in order to stren·gthen local 
authority, but in order to destroy rent con
trol. 

Mr. Speaker, both these statements, 
that of March 21 and that of yesterday 
were post-Key West statements of the 
President of the United States. 

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield such time as he may des'ire to the 
gentleman from Massachusetts, to sub
mit a consent request. 

Mr. HERTER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend in the Ap
pendix of the RECORD an article on the 
Taft-Hartley law by Prof. Sumner H. 
Slichter, notwithstanding the fact that 
the Public Printer advises it will cost 
$514.75. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. With
out objection, notwithstanding the ex
cess, the extension may be made. 

There was no objection. 
Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 

I yield myself such time as I may desire. 
Mr. Speaker, the sole que~tion before 

this body is whether or not we shall sup
port the rule, House Resolution 168, 
making in order consideration of the bill 
H. R. 2023 providing for the regulation 
of oleomargarine and the repeal of the 
tax thereon, and for other purposes. 

As the gentleman from Mississippi has 
stated, this rule provides for 3 hours of 
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general debate, after which time it will 
be open for amendment when the bill 
is read under the 5-minute rule. 

During the Eightieth Congress this 
body overwhelmingly passed a bill , in 
support of oleomargarine. I know that 
there is some disagreement which per
haps will be taken care of by amend
ments. I know that all of u~ are not in 
complete agreement in regard to what 
the bill should contain, but I do feel that 
everyone should support this rule to 
bring the bill before this body for con
sideration, and I therefore ask the Mem
bers to support the rule. 
, Mr. COLMER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
5 minutes to the gentleman from Illinois 
IMr. SABATHJ, chairman of the Commit
tee on Rules. 

Mr. SABATH. Mr. Speaker, there will 
be no opposition to the rule now before 
us because I think we are all in favor 
of passing legislation affecting the 
present tax on oleomargarine. As I have 
said many times on this floor, I believe 
it is manifestly unfair to put a tax on a 
substitute for butter because the poor 
people cannot afford to buy butter. 

I hope that when the bill is taken up 
and during the 3 hours of general debate 
thereon, it will be made clear that we 
want a fair bill, one that will not mislead 
the public in any instance; that the 
packages will be properly marked so that 
no one can be imposed upon; that the 
housewives and the people who are 
obliged to· eat in restaurants will not be 
misled and be served oleo instead of 
butter. 

Some of the gentlemen representing 
rural districts have stated they are fear
ful this legislation will affect the farmer. 
Everything that goes into the manufac
ture and production of oleomargarine is 
really grown on the farm, whether it is 
milk, tallow, lard, soybeans, and even 
the oil. These products are all produced 
on the farm. 

In view of conditions today, there 
should not be any opposition, as I have 
said, to this bill because it is bound to 
relieve those unfortunate people who 
cannot afford to buy butter. 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. Mr. Speak
er, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SABATH. I yield to the gentleman 
from Minnesota. · 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. A good 
many times during the last 12 years I 
have heard the gentleman from Illinois 
stand up here in the well and state what 
a good friend of the farmer he has been 
and that he has always supported farm 
legislation. 

Mr. SABATH. I have. 
Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. Mr. 

Speaker, I am amazed and astounded at 
the gentleman standing up here now and 
fighting for the oleo manufacturers of 
America against the dairy farmers of 
America. 

Mr. SABATH. The gentleman either 
did not hear what I said or did not un
derstand me. I honestly believe this bill 
will aid the farmer. It may not help the 
butter makers or those dairies that de
vote themselves to the manufacture of 
butter, but the repeal of the extant tax 
will definitely aid the masses of people 
in the United States who live on a 
budeet. But in view of the outrageously 

high prices that have been imposed upon 
the American people in the last year, and 
even up to now, where people are obliged 
to pay a dollar a pound for butter, I think 
this bill will deter them from holding up 
the consumers of our country. As it is, 
this legislation cannot in any way affect 
the farmers or the milk producers. They 
are getting very high prices for milk, for 
cream, for cheese, and for butter. Now 
let the users, the customers, have a 
chance to obtain a substitute for a rea
sonable price without paying 10 cents a 
pound tax on it and, at the same time, 
without taxing the businessmen and the 
dealers who are selling oleomargarine. 
I would deplore it exceedingly if the oleo
margarine people would try to take ad
vantage of it in any way and increase 
the price of oleo. If they do, I shall be 
the first one that will criticize them and 
fight to protect the masses, for I shall 
always def end what I honestly believe is 
right. 

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield 15 minutes to the gentleman from 
Minnesota [Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN]. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr. 
Speaker, there should be no misunder
standing about the merits or the de
merits of the controversy between oleo
margarine and butter. I am for this 
bill. I would have preferred to have seen 
a stronger bill reported by the committee, 
one that would have prohibited the yel
low coloring of oleomargarine through
out the country. But, with all legislation 
we generally find it is a matter of com
promise, and the Granger bill which was 
adopted by the committee is a compro
mise measure. It virtually had the 
unanimous support of the Committee on 
Agriculture, one of the great committees 
of the House. I think I am safe in say
ing that 24 Members voted for reporting 
the Granger bill as we have it before us 
today, and only three voted against it. 
So, today it comes before you as a com
promise measure which I am supporting, 
and which I believe should receive the 
overwhelming support of the Members 
of the House. 

I have taken this time to give some ex
planation about the bill and to discuss 
the factors involved in the controversy. 
The Granger bill repeals all Federal tax 
and license fees on the manufacture and 
sale of oleomargarine. It removes the 
manufacturer's ta~. the wholesaler's tax, 
and the retail tax, and taxes on oleo, it
self. That was the controversy last year 
and in other sessions of Congress when 
the same subject was before us. 

Secondly, it permits under the States'
rights rule the power of the State to 
say whether or·not yellow oleomargarine 
should be sold within the State. For 
those who believe in States' rights, why 
there you have a strict States'-rights 
proposition which you can well embrace 
to the fullest extent. 

Thirdly, it prohibits the shipment of 
yellow-colored oleomargarine in inter
state commerce. That is the main prohi
bition in the bill. 

Now, some have objected to that be
cause they do not have any oleomar
garine factories within their respective 
States. Well, I can assure those who feel 
that way that should their State allow 

yellow-colored oleo to be sold within the 
State, it will not take long for the oleo~ 
margarine industry to get a factory in 
there. 

The provisions of the bill do not 
weaken, modify, or repeal any part of the 
Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act 
insofar as the provisions of that act are 
applicable to oleomargarine which has 
been introduced in interstate commerce. 

Last year, as I have said, the fight 
was over the question of taxes. All sides 
are now agreed that the tax should be re
pealed. The dairy farmers of the coun
try through their organizations have 
-agreed to the repeal of the. tax. They 
have also agreed to the proposition that 
yellow-colored oleomargarine shall not be 
sold in interstate commerce, leaving it to 
the States to determine whether or not a 
particular State shall permit the sale of 
yellow-colored oleomargarine within the 
State. There are approximately 18 
States that have laws prohibitina the sale 
of yellow-colored oleomargarine: New 
York, ·Pennsylvania, and a good many 
other States throughout the North. 

Mr. LECOMPTE. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I yield 
to the gentleman from Iowa. 

Mr. LECOMPTE. Is the gentleman go
ing to put the list of those States in the 
RECORD? 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I shall 
be very glad to put the list of those States 
in the RECORD. 

Mr. REDDEN. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I yield 
to the gentleman from North Carolina. 

Mr. REDDEN. I wonder if the gen
tleman would state the content of mar
garine and where the products come 
from, so that the RECORD may show that, 
too. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I will 
be glad to do that, and I can do it very 
briefly. 

Some years ago when Paul V. McNutt 
was the head of the Federal Security 
Agency, which had jurisdiction over the 
Pure Food and Drug Act, a ruling was 
made legalizing the manufacture of oleo
margarine out of cottonseed oil, soybean 
oil, and other vegetable oils. That reg
ulation also permitted that oleo could be 
flavored with a butter flavor so that it 
would taste like butter. It also per
mitted the injection of vitamin A in the 
form of shark's liver oil. So that oleo 
today under those regulations would 
appear to have the same nutritive value 
as butter and taste like butter, and also 
have the same texture as butter. Of 
course, those vegetable fats are churned 
in skim milk. The only thing left is the 
color yellow, because we have agreed to 
repeal the tax. That is what the fight is 
over here, and that is an economic fight. 

The metropolitan newspapers and the 
big magazines t>f the country are, of 
course, all on the oleo side. Why? If 
you have read the papers, and I am sure 
you have, and seen the large oleomar
garine advertisements, you will recall 
that the Saturday Evening Post last week 
had a full-page ad by Lever Bros. 
Lever Bros. bought out the oldest oleo
margarine factory in the country, Jelke, 
of Chicago, and paid $1G,OOO,OOO for 



3602 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE MARCH 31 
it, so they are now ·one of the big 
operators. Those of you who are familiar 
with Lever Bros. know that Lever Bros. 
is just a subsidiary company of Uni
Lever Co., one of the biggest com
panies, that operates over the world 
and controls the price and supply of fats 
throughout the world. Lever Bros. alone 
in 1948 spent $15,000,000 in adver
tising. The industry itself, as reported 
in the magazine which represents the ad
vertiser, states that the oleomargarine 
industry to advertise oleomargarine 
spent $6,000,000 in 1947 and in 1948 
$5,300,000. Then they have had millions 
of dollars worth of free advertising from 
all the discussions · in Congress, debates 
on radio broadcasts and forums, and fa
vorable news and editorial comment. The 
newspapers of the country have been the 
beneficiaries of the funds received for 
advertising from all the oleomargarine 
companies, which manufacture and sell 
oleo as well as other products. I estimate 
the total amount that the national mag
azines, metropolitan newspapers and 
other newspapers have received for ad
vertising is from $50,000,000 to $75,000,-
000 in 1948. I am not criticizing that
not at all. I do not criticize that at all, 
because that is good business. But I 
would like to point out the reasons why 
the metropolitan newspapers and mag
azines will not give the dairy farmers any 
publicity. The oleo industry receives all 
of the favorable news and editorial com
ment. You now know the reason. 

Mr. SHAFER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I yield. 
Mr. SHAFER. I believe it would be 

interesting to the membership if the 
gentleman from Minnesota would also 
point out that many of these manufac
turers and others who are interested in 
this oleomargarine legislation last year 
made considerable profit as a result of 
the increase in the market price of the 
various raw materials used in making 
oleomargarine. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I ex
pect to do that when we get to the bill, 
but I am glad that the gentleman called 
my attention to it. 

Mr. Speaker, as I said, this is an eco
nomic fight. I tried to point out to you 
why the big newspapers of the country 
are all on the side of the oleomargarine 
industry. Here is some comment on 
what appeared in the Washington Post. 
It says ''Once again the Washington Post 
comes through with a pretty solid edito
rial to the advantage of the margarine 
industry. I am sure you will want to 
pass this along to those interested.,, I 
have other letters from the Tampa Daily 
Times, from a paper down in Tulsa, from 
the National Citizen-all calling atten
tion to that industry and giving favor
able editorial comment. Why? Be
cause those companies spend thousands 
and thousands-yes, mtllions of dollars 
with these newspapers and magazines 
for advertising. 

Of course, we expect that the newspa
pers and magazines will support the 
oleomargarine industry in the issue that 
is now before us. The National Associa
tion of Margarine Manufacturers in a 
_report to the soybean industry says, to 
the second largest customers for soybean 

oils-hutritio·us margarine. Then· ·it 
goes on to say how they are advancing 
the cause of the soybean people so thai 
they can sell more soybeans for use in 
oleomargarine. · 

Let me point out to you again why this 
is an economic fight. Who will profit 
most by it? Of course, the oleomar
garine industry will profit. We find now 
that instead of there being 28 large mul
timillion-dollar oleomargarine factories 
in this country, that numbe1 has been 
reduced to 24 big oleo manufacturers. 
They are out now to get legislation to in
crease the unrestricted sale of oleomar
garine colored yellow to imitate butter, 
and to steal the butter market away from 
the two and one-half million dairy farm
ers in the United States, all for the pur
pose of making more money. 

They are using the housewives of the 
United States and the poor people as 
fronts to gain their objective. Of course, 
they are selfish, and of course we here, 
too, have a right to be selfish to protect 
a large segment of our American agricul
tural economy, namely two and one-half 
million dairy farmers. 

The historic color of butter is yellow. 
The oleomargarine industry can take any 
other color under the sun, excepting yel
low, without paying a cent of tax; but 
they want yellow, to make their prod
uct look like butter, to increase their 
market, to deceive the people, and when 
they get that color, to go out and capture 
the entire spread market, because they 
can sell their product at a lower price. 

Mr. EDWIN ARTHUR HALL. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentlemaL yield? 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I yield. 
Mr. EDWIN ARTHUR HALL. Will 

the gentleman verify the statement I 
make when I say that -for every pound of 
oleomargarine produced 11 quarts of 
milk are lost in production? 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I be
lieve the gentleman is correct. I will 
discuss that more in detail a little later 
in general debate. . 

Of course, the cotton and soybean 
farmers claim they have a stake in yel
low oleo. Every witness who was before 
our committee from the soybean indus
try-and a good friend of mine from 
Minnesota was there in behalf of soy
beans, and he said that if they could 
color oleomargarine yellow and have it 
sold throughout the country he expected 
to increase his market for soybeans. Of 
course, the cotton farmers expect to in
crease their market for cottonseed oil. 
The best customers that the cotton 
farmer has are the dairy farmers of th.e 
United States who buy all of their cotton 
goods, who buy cottonseed meal from the 
cotton producers of the South. The cot
ton industry expects that if yellow oleo..; 
margarine takes the place of butter it 
will get a greater price for its product and 
sell more of it because then it will cap
ture the spread market. 

Strange as it may seem, no one from 
the oleomargarine industry came before 
our committee to testify as a witness; 
not a single one. Yet the committee 
room was filled with lawyers, lobbyists, 
representatives of the oleomargarine in
dustry, who were there during the entire 
week of the hearings, but they did not 
offer to testify in favor of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen
tleman from Minnesota has expired. 

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. "Mr. Speaker, 
I yield the gentleman two additiona~ 
minutes. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. So let 
me reiterate that this is an economic 
fight. It is a fight against one industry, 
an agricultural group in the United 
States, against the largest segment in 
American agriculture, 2,500,000 dairy 
farmers. For myself, if I have to take a 
choice of going with 24 oleomargarine 
manufacturers and 2,500,000 Americans 
who are contributing to the welfare of 
American life, give me the American 
dairy farmers. 

I have always found that the indus
tries of this country, as a rule, unless 
they are legislate.ct out of business, will 
take care of themselves. I have also 
found that when it comes to charging 
for the products that they produce they 
will charge virtually an the traffic will 
bear, depending upon the competition. 
When my friend, the gentleman from 
Illinois [Mr. SABATH], stated that he 
hoped the oleomargarine industry would 
not charge more for yellow-colored oleo
margarine if they won this battle he does 
not need to deceive himself. He might as 
well have his eyes opened right now, be
cause the oleomargarine industry will 
charge just as much as they can get to 
move their product. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I yield. 
Mr. ABERNETHY. Is that not just 

what the butter people want them to do? 
Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Well, 

they are already doing it. You can buy 
white oleomargarine in Washington for 
22 cents a pound, and you will also pay 
43 cents a pound for yellow-colored oleo
margarine, which is considerably more 
than the 10-cent tax. 

I urge the adoption of the rule and 
support· for 'the Granger bill. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen
tleman from Minnesota has again ex· 
pired. 

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Utah 
[Mr. GRANGER]. 

Mr. GRANGER. Mr. Speaker, we are 
discussing a very important piece of leg
islation today. I am in a very peculiar 
situation. The gentleman who just pre
ceded me, the gentleman from Minne
sota [Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN], referred 
to me as the worst New Dealer there is 
in existence. I ordinarily refer to him 
as the worst Republican I know of. But 
on this issue we find ·ourselves together. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GRANGER. I yield to the gentle· 
man from Minnesota. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I am 
afraid I did not make myself understood 
by the gentleman, because I have the 
highest regard for him, for his ability 
and integrity in dealing with American 
problems, and I admire him for the 
stand he has taken, notwithstanding 
some of the opposition which comes 
from the :floor of the House. So I want 
to say to the gentleman that I have the 
highest regard for him, and if he inter
prets my remarks as having called him a 
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rank New Dealer, then he misunderstood 
what I had to say. 

Mr. NICHOLSON. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GRANGER. I understood the 
gentleman, and he understood what I 
said about him. Now, I have not time to 
yield further. 

Mr. Speaker, this legislation has come 
before the House from the great Com
mittee on Agriculture by a vote of 24 to 
3. I do not want to mislead anybody 
into thinking that that was the division 
in the committee; it was not. The com
mittee was divided with one exception 
absolutely on the division of the country 
on the Mason and Dixon's line; those who 
were below it were on one side of this 
question. All of those who were above it, 
with the exception of one, were on the 
other side of the question. This ought 
to indicate to everybody here that it 
1s an economic question. 

Mr. Speaker, I wish to say something 
to my colleagues here. I have always 
been a New Dealer, I have always been 
favorable to labor. I have fought side 
by side with you boys on all occasions 
who believe ill the same things as I do, 
and on this· instance you cannot accuse 
me of being other than sincere and hon
est; it is not my intention to put any
thing over on anybody. Before this de
bate is over I hope we shall have a clear 
understanding. 

It is going to be said here this after
noon before we get through that my bill 
is not in harmony with the Democratic 
platform, that it is not in harmony with 
what the President wants. But· I want 
to tell you that I am one Democrat who 
when he runs with the crowd once in 
every 2 years does not run out on them 
the rest of th,e time. 

This plank on the removal of oleo 
taxes was in the Democratic platform. 
I was on the Democratic platform com
mittee. This issue was before the com
mittee. There was a very prominent 
man on the committee, the former mayor 
of Minneapolis. We knew what we were 
doing when we adopted that plank and 
kept out of it the provisions that had to 
do with color but held in there the provi
sion of removing the taxes, and. in har
mony with the Democratic platform we 
p.re removing all the taxes from colored 
oleomargarine. Certainly I would not 
argue that it meets in toto, but it does in 
part, the provisions of the platform; and 
I imagine that ·if we go this far in this 
bill our action will be a pretty good cri
terion to judge what we will do with the 
other planks in our platform. I wanted 
to say that in order to give the back
ground behind this question. It is a pro
vision of the Democratic platform, and I 
promised the leadership this bill would 
be brought out of the committee in spite 
of the fact that we had the votes there to 
have kept it in the committee. . 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman from Utah has 
expired. 

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
three additional minutes to the gentle
man from Utah [Mr. GRANGER]. 

Mr. GRANGER. In good faith, .this is 
what this legislation proposes, and let 
there be no mistake about it: It prohibits 
the sale and transportation of colored 
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margarine or margarine colored yellow 
in interstate commerce. It removes all 
of the taxes, however, and it sets up a 
white oleo for transportation. It pro
hibits the sale and transportation of 
colored oleo in interstate commerce. It 
provides that if a plant is located in any 
State where the law permits its sale, if 
my bill becomes law, you can sell colored 
oleo to your heart's content. That 
would be a matter for the State to deter
mine and that is what this bill does. In 
other words, it shifts .the responsibility 
back to the States. 

The gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
SABATH] could pass all of these bills and 
you could not sell colored oleo in the 
State of Illinois, you could not sell it in 
the State of Ohio, you could not sell it in 
the State of Pennsylvania, you could not 
sell it in the State of New York, you could 
not sell it in the State of Connecticut, 
you could not sell it in the State of Maine, 
you could not sell it in many other States 
of the Union. Until those States remove 
their prohibitionary laws, any legisla
tion that we may pass here is absolutely 
ineffective. 

This bill is a compromise. It is not 
as restrictive as I would like, but it is a 
compromise and I am willing to go along 
with the legislation; but I shall oppose 
the so-called Rivers bill that we had with 
us before and I will oppose the Poage 
bill. 

I hope the Members of the House will 
consider the necessity of preserving the 
great dairy industry that is the last and 
final bulwark of sustaining and main
taining the family-sized farms in these 
United States. If you destroy those you 
destroy the very last anchor to which 
this old accustomed agricultural pursuit 
is tied, one that has been with us for the 
past 150 years. Anything that will de
prive the farmer of the sale of his dairy 
products is just that much nearer to 
destroying this great industry. 

The · SPEAKER pro · tempore. The 
time of the gentleman from Utah has 
expired. 

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. POAGE]. 

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Speaker, it seems 
to me that we are already getting con
fused as to what is before the House. 
This is not a question of what phase of 
agriculture you are going to help. 

There are only two problems, two 
principles, involved in this legislation. 
The first is that every citizen of the 
United States has the right to spend his 
!llOney to buy any wholesome food prod
uct for which he or she wants to spend 
his or her money. The" second is that 
any citizen who spends his or her money 
has a right to know that he gets what 
he thinks he is buying. 

The bill, H. R. 3, ref erred to by the 
last speaker as the Poage bill, provides 
for repeal of the taxes and discrimina
tion against the ·sale of all kinds of mar
garine and allows the sale of margarine 
in any color or in any form in any State 
where the State laws allow it, provided 
only that it is identified in each individ
ual package or serving. So that with 
the passage of H. R. 3; and not with the 
passage of H. R. 2023, would ' it be pos
sible for the American consumer to buy 

oleomargarine in any form that he or 
she wants to, subject to the State laws. 
Only by the passage of H. R. 3 have you 
any protection in the world in a public 
eating place against the serving of mar
garine as butter. I submit those two 
things are fundamental. I submit that 
the 140,000,000 consumers in America 
have a higher priority on your consid
eration than have either the butter bloc, 
the cottonseed people, or the soybean 
people. I submit that the consumers 
of America are the people who really 
have an interest in this question, and 
I submit that H. R. 2023 denies to the 
public the right to buy a wholesome 
food in a form in which the public wants 
it. I submit that H. R. 2023 denies the 
public protection to which they are en
titled in a public eating place. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen
tleman from Texas has expired. 

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Oklahoma 
[Mr. MORRIS]. 

Mr. MORRIS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to proceed out of 
order. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Okla
homa? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. MORRIS. Mr. Speaker, I call to 

· the attention of the House the fact that 
before dawn yesterday a very destructive 
tornado struck two communities in my 
congressional district, killing and injur
ing a number of people and doing great 
property damage. These two communi
ties involve the towns of Canton and 
Longdale in Blaine County, Okla. I 
know that all of you join me in express
ing sincere regret and sorrow in learning 
of this disaster and in extending our 
sympathies to all those who have suffered 
in any way by reason of this terrible 
windstorm. 

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
the balance of the time to the distin
guished chairman of the Committee on 
Agriculture, the gentleman from North 
Carolina [Mr. COOLEY]. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Speaker, this is an 
old controversy, one which has existed 
for more than 60 years. I do not suppose 
that anything new will be said during the 
course of this debate. 

Back in 1943 our committee held ex
tensive hearings and, at that time, we 
had 64 witnesses that appeared before 
the committee and gave statements both 
for and against the· legislation. I think 
by far a majority of the witnesses testi
fied in favor of repealing the tax. In the 
Eightieth Congress we had further ex
tensive hearings. At that time 67 wit
nesses appeared in connection with the 
legislation. We had before the commit
tee 47 different bills dealing with oleo
margarine and Federal taxes on oleo
margarine. Now we have before us the 
Granger bill which does not do what its 
authors contend it does. The original 
sponsors of that type of legislation in
tended deliberately to outlaw yellow mar
garine in both intrastate and interstate 
commerce, but because of the fact that 
they were rather hard-pressed for votes 
fn the committee they· made a concession 
and stated that they were willing for 
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their bill to apply only to- interstate com
merce. But, as a matter of fact the lan
guage now in the bill, according to an 
interpretation placed upon it by the peo
ple who will be charged with its enforce
ment, means that it does apply both to 
interstate and intrastate commerce. 

I understand that the authors of the 
bill are willing to accept amendments," if 
necessary, to make the pending bill ap
plicable only to interstate shipments. 

Mr. GRANGER. · Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

. Mr. COOLEY. I yield to the gentle
man from -Utah. 

Mr. GRANGER. What the gentleman 
has said is -true, but we were net hard
pressed for votes, we were trying .to get 
together with the rest of the committee 
and to make it agreeable to them. We 
had already passed this bill, as the gen
tleman well knows. 

Mr. COOLEY. I understand you had 
passed the bill, but if you were not hard
pressed I do not see how you could have 
gotten the .bill out, because the vote in 
the committee is no secret, it was 13 to 14 
in favor of the Granger bill. That has 
been published in all the papers. Then 
when they were going to report the 
Granger bill, 23 members voted to report 
it, because they wanted this matter 
brought to the floor of the House for final 
determination. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. COOLEY. I yield to the gentle
man from Mississippi. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. Is it not also true 
that the Granger bill was materially 
amended before they were able to get 
even a 14 to 13 majority vote on it? 

Mr. COOLEY. The gentleman is en
tirely correct. 

Mr. IDDWIN ARTHUR HALL. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. COOLEY. I yield to the gentleman 
fror.1 New York. 

Mr. EDWIN ARTHUR HALL. ·Does 
not the gentleman feel that the greatest 
bone of contention in this whole issue 
has been removed from this bill by advo
cating taking the tax off oleo? 

Mr. COOLEY. No; I do not think any
thing of the kind. 

Mr. EDWIN ARTHUR HALL. It was 
the point of greatest controversy. 

Mr. COOLEY. That is no longer in 
controversy. Everybody concedes now · 
that the Federal tax should be removed. 

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman Yield? 

Mr. COOLEY. I yield to the gentle
man from Texas. 

Mr. POAGE. On the intent of the or
iginal authors, I read from page 601 of 
the transcript of the record, in which it 
is shown that I asked the gentleman from 
Minnesota [Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN], 
~·You"-ref erring to his bill, which was 
identical with the Granger bill-"would 
cover intrastate transactions." The re
cord shows that the gentleman from 
Minnesota answered, ''It will cover any 
oleomargarine that moves in commerce, 
whether it is interstate or intrastate." 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. l\4r. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. COOLEY. I yield to the gentleman 
from Minnesota. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. There 
is some question about H. R. 3 on the 
same point, but may I say to the gentle
man, in view of the amendments that 
were agreed to, that when the Granger 
bill was offered the gentleman from 
Minnesota understood that it might be 
necessary to offer amendments to make 
it coincide with the intent of the bill, 
for it to be accepted by the committee. 
The amendments are here. I have them 
and the gentleman from Utah [Mr. 
GRANGER] has them. They will be offered 
to make the bill coincide with the intent . 
: Mr. COOLEY. I stated substantially 
that a moment ago. 

The situation before us is this: As I 
see it, we have three .propositions. The 
first is to adopt the Granger bill, which 
outlaws yellow oleo only in interstate 
commerce, and that is all, other than .to 
repeal the taxes, which is provided in all 
the other bills. 

The next proposition ls to adopt the 
Poage bill, which does provide almost 
every conceivable protection for the 
dairy industry and for the public at 
large. 

The third alternative is not to adopt 
either the Granger bill or the Poage bill 
but to pass a bill which has one purpose, 
and that is to repeal the tax. 

My good friend from Utah said a mo
ment ago that he did not believe in run
ning out on platforms and programs, and 
he reminded us of the fact that he was a 
member of the platform committee. The 
fact is that the Democratic platform 
came out for repeal of the tax, and that 
is where it stopped. Certainly my friend 
from Utah did not sit in with his col
leagues in writing that program and 
agree with them that he would go before 
the country on the Democratic platform 
providing for the repeal of the tax, and 
at the same time say, "I am coming to 
Congress, and I am going to outlaw the 
thing upon which the tax is levied.'' 
That is what we are doing. Are you go
ing to vote to outlaw a very wholesome 
food that is consumed by a large group 
of our people? 

This is not legislation in behalf of 
agriculture, it is not legislation in behalf 
of the cotton farmer, and it is not legis
lation against the dairy farmer. Cer
tainly, coming from an agricultural sec
tion, I have the interest of the dairy 
farmer at heart just as much as I do the 
interest of the cotton farmer. But this 
is to remove a nuisance tax, a punitive 
tax, a discriminatory tax which has been 
imposed upon this wholesome food prod
uct for more than 60 years. The Presi
dent of the United States recommends 
the removal of it. Now, who is running 
out on whom? If I stand here and tell 
you that I intend to vote to repeal this 
tax, and everybody here I suppose now 
agrees that it should be repealed, what 
has been accomplished if we repeal the 
tax and then outlaw yellow oleomar
garine? 
· So far as the question of who is run
ning out on whom is concerned, we had 
consumer groups from practically every 
city in the country before our commit
tee. There were labor groups, the CIO 
and the A. F. of L., and every labor or
ganization in America. We had prac-

tically all of the consumer organizations 
and all of the civic organizations. 

I wish you had the time to look at the 
record that has been made. This is not 
something sponsored merely by a bunch 
of cotton farmers. 

Mr. GRANGER. Why do you not read 
the record? 

Mr. COOLEY. It is all here. 
. The SPEAKER. The time of the gen
tleman has expired. 

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Speaker, I move 
the previous question. 
. The · previous question was ordered. 
· The SPEAKER. · The quesi-ion is on 
agreeing to the resolution. 

The - question was taken; and the 
Speaker. announced that the ayes ap~ 
peared to have it. 

Mr. WITHROW. Mr. Speaker, I ob
ject to the vote on the ground that a 
quorum is not present, and make the 
point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair will count. 
[After counting.] A quorum is not pres.;. 
ent. The Doorkeeper will close the doors, 
the Sergeant at Arms will notify absent 
Members, and the Clerk will call the roll. 

The question was taken; and there 
·were-yeas 382, nays 9, not voting 42, as 
follows: · 

[Roll No. 59) 
YEAS-382 

Abbitt Case, N. J. 
Abernethy Case, S. Dak. 
Addonizio Cavalcante 
Albert Cell er 
Allen, Calif. Chatham 
Allen, Ill. Chelf 
Allen, La. Chesney 
Andersen, Chiperfl.eld 

H. Carl Christopher 
Anderson, Calif. Chu doff 
Andresen, Church 

August H. Clemente 
Andrews Clevenger 
Angell Coffey 
Arends Cole, Kans. 
Aspinall Colmer 
Auchincloss Combs 
Bailey Cooley 
Barden Cooper 
Baring Corbett 
Barrett, Wyo. Cotton 
Bates, Ky. Cox 
Bates. Mass. Crawford 
Battle Crook 
Beall Crosser 
Beckworth Cunningham 
Bennett, fl.a. Dague 
Bennett, Mich. Davenport 
Bentsen Davies, N. Y. 
Biemiller Davis, Ga. 
Bishop Davis, Tenn. 
Blackney Davis, Wis. 
Bland Dawson 
Blatnik Deane 
Boggs, Del. DeGraffenried 
Boggs, La. Delaney 
Bolling Denton 
Bolton, Md. D'Ewart 
Bonner Dollinger 
Bramblett Dondero 
Breen Donohue 
Brehm Doughton 
Brooks Douglas 
Brown, Ga. Doyle 
Brown, Ohio Durham 
Bryson Eaton 
Buchanan Eber barter 
Buckley, N. Y. Elliott 
Burdick Ellsworth 
Burke Elston 
Burleson Engel, Mich. 
Burnside Engle, Calif. 
Burton Evins 
Byrne, N. Y. Fallon 
Camp Feighan 
Canfield Fellows 
Cannon Fenton 
Carlyle Fernandez 
Carnahan Fisher 
Carroll Flood 

Forand 
Ford 
Frazier 
Fugate 
Fulton 
Fur co lo 
Gamble 
Garmatz 
Gary 
Gathings 
Gavin 
Gillette 
Golden 
Goodwin 
Gordon 
Gore 
Gorski, Ill. 
Gorski, N. Y. 
Graham 
Granahan 
Granger 
Grant 
Green 
Gregory 
Gross 
Gwinn 
Hagen 
Hale 
Hall, 

Edwin Arthur 
Hall, 

Leonard W. 
Halleck 
Hand 
Harden 
Hardy 
Hare 
Harris 
Harrison 
Hart 
Harvey 
Havenner 
Hays, Ark. 
Hays, Ohio 
Hebert 
Heffernan 
Heller 
Herlong 
Herter 
Heselton 
Hill 
Hinshaw 
Hobbs 
Hoeven 
Hoffman, Ill. 
Holifield 
Holmes 
Hope 
Horan 
Howell 
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Huber Miles 
Irving Miller, Calif, 
Jackson, Calif. Miller, Md. 
Jackson, Wash. Mills 
Jacobs Monroney 
James Morgan 
Javits Morris 
Jenkins Morton 
Jennings Moulder 
Jensen Multer 
Johnson Murdock 
Jonas Murphy 
Jones, Ala. Murray, Tenn. 
Jones, Mo. Murray, Wis. 
Jones, N. C. Nelson 
Karst Nicholson 
Karsten Nixon 
Kean Noland . 
Kearney Norblad 
Keating Norton 
Kee O'Brien, Ill. 
Keefe O'Hara, Ill. 
Kelley O'Nelll 
Keogh O'Sullivan 
Kilburn O'Toole 
Kilday Pace 
King Passman 
Klein Patman 
Kruse Patten 
Kunkel Patterson 
Lane Perkins · 
Lanham Peterson 
Larcade Pfeifer, 
Latham Joseph L. 
Lecompte Pfeiffer, 
LeFevre William L. 
Lemke Philbin 
Lesinski Phlllips, Calif. 
Lichtenwalter Phillips, Tenn. 
Lind Pickett 
Linehan Plumley 
Lodge Poage 
Lovre Polk 
Lucas Potter 
Lyle Poulson 
Lynch Preston 
Mccarthy Price 
McConnell Priest 
Mccormack Quinn 
McCulloch Rabaut 
McDonough Rains 
McGregor . Ramsay 
McGuire Rankin 
McKinnon Redden 
McMillan, S. C. Reed, Ill. 
McMillen, Ill. Reed, N. Y. 
Mcsweeney Rees 
Mack, Ill. Rhodes 
Mack, Wash. Ribicoff 
Magee Rich 
Mahon Richards 
Mansfield Riehlman 
Marcantonio Rivers 
Marsalis Rodino 
Marshall Rogers, Fla. 
Martin, Iowa Rogers, Mass. 
Martin, Mass. Rooney 
Mason Saba.th 
Meyer Sadla.k 
Michener Sadowski 

NAYS-9 

St. George 
Sanborn 
Sasscer 
Scott, Hardie 
Scott, 

HughD.,Jr. 
Scrivner 
Scudder 
Shafer 
Short 
Sikes 
Simpson, Ill. 
Simpson, Pa. 
Sims . 
Smathers 
Smith, Kans. 
Smith, Va. 
Smith, Wis. 
Spence 
St aggers 
Steed 
Stigler 
Stockman 
Sullivan 
Sutton 
Taber 
Tackett 
Talle 
Taurlello 
Taylor 
Teague 
Thomas, Tex. 
Thompson 
Thornberry 
Tollefson 
Towe 
Trimble 
Underwood 
Vanzandt 
Velde 
Vinson 
Vorys 
Wadsworth 
Wagner 
Walsh 
Walter 
Welchel 
Welch, Calif. 
Werdel 
Wheeler 
White, Calif. 
Whitten 
Whittington 
Wickersham 
Wier 
Wigglesworth . 
Williams 
Willis 
Wilson, Okla. 
Wilson, Tex, 
Winstead 
Wolcott 
Wolverton 
Wood 
Woodhouse 
Worley 
Yates 
Young 
Zablocki 

Byrnes, Wis. M11ler, Nebr. Secrest 
Curtis O'Hara, Minn. Wilson, Ind. 
Hull O'Konski Withrow 

NOT VOTING-42 
Barrett, Pa. Hoffma~. Mich. O'Brien, Mich. 
Bolton, Ohio Jenison Powell 
Basone Judd Regan 
Boykin Kearns Sheppard 
Buckley, Ill. Kennedy Smith, Ohio 
Bulwinkle Kerr Somers 
Cole, N. Y. Kirwan Stanley 
Coudert McGrath Stefan 
Dingell Macy Thomas, N. J. 
Dolliver Madden Vursell 
Fogarty Merrow Welch, Mo. 
Gilmer Mitchell Whitaker 
Gossett Morrison White, Idaho 
Hedrick Norrell WoodruU 

So the resolution was agreed to. 
The Clerk announced the following 

pairs: 
On this vote: 
Mr. Barrett of Pennsylvania for, with Mr. 

Stefan against. 

General pairs until further notice l 
Mr. Gossett with Mr. Macy. 
Mr. Welch of Missouri with Mr. Hoffman 

of Michigan. 
Mr. Gilmer with Mr. Jenison. 

Mr. Regan with Mr. Kearns. 
Mr. Stanley with Mr. Woodruff. 
Mr. Morrison with Mr. Cole of New York. 
Mr. Whitaker with Mrs. Bolton of Ohio. 
;Mrs. Basone with Mr. Smith of Ohio. 
Mr. Madden with Mr. Judd. 
Mr. Kennedy with Mr. Coudert. 
Mr. McGrath with Mr. Merrow. 

Mr. WITHROW and Mr.- WILSON of In
diana changed their vote from "yea" to 
"nay," 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

The doors were opened. 
Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I move 

that the House resolve itself into the 
Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union for the consideration 
of the bill <H. R. 2023) to regulate oleo
m,argarine, to repeal certain taxes relat
ing to oleomargarine, and for other 
purposes. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly the House resolved itself 

into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the con.: 
sideration of the bill H. R. 2023, with 
Mr. WHITTINGTON in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
By unanimous consent, the :first read

ing of the bill was dispensed with. 
Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

myself 5 minutes. 
Mr. Chairman, I spoke briefly, when 

the rule was under consideration, and 
referred at that time to the fact that the 
Democratic platform provided for out
right repeal of taxes on oleomargarip.e. 
I do not want the membership of the 
House to feel for one moment that I re
gard this issue as a partisan issue. The 
truth is that it is entirely nonpartisan. 
I suppose that the authors of at least 
half of the bills-47 in riumber-which 
were ref erred to our committee, are mem
bers of the Republican Party. The same 
thing was true in the Eightieth Con.:. 
gress. Out of the number of bills at 
that time, half came from each side of 
the aisle. 

With reference to the bill before us 
now, I would like to read this paragraph 
from a letter which I received signed by 
Mr. Roger W. Jones, assistant director 
of legislative reference, from the office 
of Mr. Oscar R. Ewing, Administrator 
of the Federal Security Agency. 

The paragraph reads, as fallows: 
Enactment of section S of H. R. 1703, and 

the identical bill H. R. 2023, prohibiting the 
manufacture, transportation, possession, sale, 
use, or serving of yellow oleomargarine, ex
cept the use of yellow oleomargarine in pri
vate homes, would virtually nullify the effect 
of repealing the tax on oleomargarine. Con
sequently these prohibitions are not ln ac
cord with the program of the President. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. COOLEY. I yield. 
Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. No 

doubt that letter was written before the 
committee acted on H. R. 2023. The 
gentleman does not know the date of 
that letter, but the legislation has been 
changed since that letter was written. 

Mr. COOLEY. - The letter was written 
after the Granger bill was reported. The 
Granger bill has been changed in part, 
that is true, but I want to refer to an
other paragraph in this letter. I might 
state that the letter itself indicates 

clearly that the Administrator will regard 
the bill as being applicable to both inter
state and intrastate shipments and sales 
of oleomargarine. Under the bill which 
is before us, no protection is provided for 
the public against possible fraud. I want 
to say to the membership of the House 
that 1 have many constituents engaged 
in the dairy business. I have many close 
personal friends in that business. I want 
to say further I was proud of one witness 
who appeared before our committee, who 
came from North Carolina. I am proud, 
further, of the fact that dairy herds are 
now being grazed in the State of North 
Carolina 365 days of the year, and 
further that it is not necessary to arti .. 
:ficially color butter which is manufac
tured in North Carolina. The truth is, 
I am anxious to provide every protection 
for the public against fraud growing out 
of the sale of oleomargarine. 

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. COOLEY. In just a ·moment I will 
yield. 

I met with the dairymen of North 
Carolina in the city of Raleigh before I 
came to Washington and discussed this 
proposition with them. I told them they 
might as well accept the fact that this 
tax was going to be repealed, and they 
agreed. Then they put forth the proPo
sition that the sale of yellow oleomar
garine should be outlawed both in intra
state and interstate commerce. I told 
them that in my opinion the .Congress of 
the United States would never take such 
drastic action as that, but that I was per
fectly wHling to provide every possible 
protection to prevent fraud upon the 
public. 

The Poage bill contains jus about 
every possible protection you can con
ceive, whereas the Granger bill does not 
even purport to prevent fraud. It does 
not purport to protect the public. It 
only makes it unlawful to ship yellow 
oleomargarine across State lines, but 
once it is across the State line, there 
is nothing in this bill to· prevent it being 
sold as butter. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. 
CooLEY] has expired. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself two additional minutes. 

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. COOLEY. I yield. 
Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. I would 

like to ask my distinguished chairman, 
realizing the statement he has just 
made, how he can take that position 
when for 25 years we have had the so
called filled-milk law on the statute 
books, which does the same thing and 
gives the same protection to the evap
orated-milk people that the Granger bill 
does to the butter people? The Federal 
Government does not have the responsi
bility of seeing whether the people in 
those States who use filled milk are de .. 
frauded or not. It is left to the people 
of the States that make it-that is In
diana and Illinois. 

Mr. COOLEY. We are not dealing 
now with filled milk. We are dealing 
with oleomargarine. 

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. · But the 
same principle applies. 
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_ Mr. COOLEY. The sa!lle pr!nciple !ll~Y 
apply, but the matter before us to deter
mine is whether or not we are going to 
enact a Federal law making it a crime 
for the housewife to transport yellow
colored oleomargarine across a State line. 
Should oleo be put in a category along 
with narcotics, liquor, and other prod-
ucts of that kind? . 

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. Well, put 
it in the same category as filled milk. 
Would the gentleman repeal the filled-
milk law? . 

Mr. COOLEY. I am not taking any 
position on that right now. I am willing 
to consider the matter when the gentle
man brings it before the committee. 
- I wish ·I had time to read these letters 
pertaining to the legislation now under 
consideration, but I will ask permission 
to incorporate them in my extension of 
remarks. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from North Carolina has 
again expired. 

Mr. HOPE. ·Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 
minutes to the gentlewoman from New 
York [Mrs. ST. GEORGE]. 

Mrs. ST. GEORGE. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in support of H. R. 2023, a bill to 
regulate oleomargarine, to repeal certain 
taxes relating to oleomargarine, and for 
other purposes. 

In the Eightieth Congress I became 
deeply interested in the dairy industry's 
fight against unfair competition. This 
was natural, as the Twenty-ninth Con
gressional District of New York, which I 
have the honor to represent, is one of the 
largest dairy districts in the great State 
of New York, and for that matter in the 
Nation. 

The total value of the dairy products 
sold in the Twenty-ninth District of New 
York was $244,060,082 in 1 year. In 
other words, the dairy industry is by far 
the largest industry in the district and 
any loss that it suffers and any falling 
off in its revenue will have an immediate 
effect on every merchant in the district, 
including the grocer who sells oleo
margarine. 

It has been said, and with some reason 
and logic, that it is unfair to tax colored 
oleo, that it is unfair to the poor man 
who cannot afford butter, but who likes 
to have colored margarine because he 
can then kid himself that it is butter. 

Of course, we live in an age of sub
stitutes, and, although there is a well
known advertisement that says, "It's fun 
to be fooled, but it's better to know," most 
of us much prefer to be fooled. 

Now, this bill repeals the tax on oleo
margarine entirely, but insists that it be 
uncolored; that it be sold for and looking 
like what it is, and what its proponents 
claim it is-pure virgin white, without 
any taint of animal fat-that horrid 
thought. Well, what is wrong with that? 
:What is wrong with pure white, unadul
terated, uncolored margarine? The an
swer is, nothing at all, unless-and here 
suspicion raises its ugly head-unless it 
is desired to pass oleomargarine off as 
butter. 

This is an easy thing to do, and it is 
being done in hotels, schools, and insti
tutions all over this country at this very 
moment. 

The opponents of .the bill have come 
up with the highly unoriginal suggestion 
of having a law passed that would oblige 
any public eating place serving oleo to 
have a conspicuous sign announcing the 
fact to the customers. How would this 
law be enforced? Maybe some of you 
can remember the prohibition era. It 
would be enforced by appointing another 
board or commision paid for by the tax
payer, and mcidentally the dairy farm.: 
ers, under the executive branch, of 
course. This would create another regi
ment of Federal bureaucrats who would 
snoop around to see that the law was 
enforced. 

I need hardly tell you that these bu
reaucrats would have their friends and 
their enemies, some of them in vulgar 
political parlance could and would be 
reached. We would have nothing but an 
expensive exhibition of confusion worse 
confounded. 

This simple measure obviates all this. 
It prohibits the movement of yellow oleo 
in interstate commerce. It removes all 
Federal taxes, and best of all, it permits 
the States to regulate oleo manufacture 
and sale within their own borders. 
Some of us are jealous of States' rights; 
I confess to a slight leaning toward that 
school of thought. Some of us want to 
get away from everlasting bigness, the 
impersonality of size, the octopus-like 
quality of it. Some of us believe we can 
conduct out own business better than the 
Federal Government can conduct it for 
us. Some of us would like to be allowed 
to go to perdition in our own way, but 
that is probably too much to ask. 

Just the other day it was announced 
that the Government had to support 
butter prices in Minnesota at 59 cents 
per pound, so the industry is now begin
ning to feel the depression that is be
ginning to appear in many places. 

It will be a sad day for this country 
and the world if our cow population di
minishes further and the dairy industry 
goes into a real decline. 

This bill is not asking for any appro
priation. It is not hurting or preventing 
the sale of margarine which we acknowl
edge to be a good, healthful, cheap sub
stitute. 

All it does is prevent the butter indus
try from having to fight unfair competi
tion. The price of butter is always go
ing to be the key to the prosperity of the 
dairy industry, because it is the only eco
nomic way of storing milk in the flush 
season. All milk prices are inevitably 
tied to the price of butter. 

Mr. Chairman, this is an eminently just 
and fair bill; it is reasonable; it brings 
this question down to the State level 
where it belongs. It merely protects the 
great dairy industry from unfair compe
tition, the only kind of competition that 
can destroy it. 

We heard a lot on the floor of this 
House yesterday about Hungry Horse. 
Mr. Chairman, it will be a sad day for this 
country when this House hears about 
hungry cows. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
6 minutes to the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. CELLER]. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, some
thing was said today about the Demo-

cratic platform. I want to tell the mem
bers of .the committee. that t)le plank in 
the Democratic platform which proposes 
repeal of the Federal antimargarine tax 
means just what it says. I think I know 
something about that plan. I was a 
member of the drafting subcommittee 
that drafted the Democratic platform as 
a member of the general committee on 
platforms and resolutions. We con
ducted a week of hearings on that plat
form, and we heard many tell us their 
views on the oleomargarine situation. 
The proposal on margarine that we 
drafted meant repeal of the Federal an
timargarine legislation-repeal of li
cense fees and taxes. Nothing more was 
said about it. There was no thought of 
substituting a ban on the manufacture 
and sale of yellow margarine in inter
state commerce or of putting any other 
restriction on margarine in lieu of taxes. 
Those who now argue that the adminis
tration would be breaking faith with 
Midwest farmers or any other farmers if 
it goes ahead with repeal of the taxes on 
margarine, evidently do not know what 
went on at Philadelphia when the Dem
ocratic platform was drafted. 

Mr. GRANGER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CELLER. I yield to the gentle
man from Utah. 

Mr. GRANGER. It is true the gentle
man was on the original platform com
mittee, but certainly he was not on the 
last committee when we worked until 3 
o'clock in the morning on this plank in 
the platform and I challenge the gentle
man to read what the platform says. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr, Chairman, I do not 
want to enter into any controversy with 
the gentleman. I - was in Philadelphia 
and attended every s.ingle solitary meet
ing of all committees concerning the 
drafting and the acceptance of the plat
form before it was placed before the 
rank-and-file Democratic delegates from 
throughout the Nation in Convention 
Hall. I defy the gentleman, for whom 
I have the most profound respect, to 
point to a single word in any of the de
liberations whatsoever which indicated 
by even a fair inference that the Demo
cratic platform said anything other than 
just the repeal of the taxes on oleomar
garine. It certainly said nothing to the 
effect that colored oleomargarine shall 
not be permitted to go into the stream 
of interstate commerce and anyone who 
argues to the contrary flies in the face of 
the actual facts. I am more than happy 
to be here this morning to indicate the 
exact situation. All that was done was 
to say in that platform, "Repeal the 
tax." All this other business dragged 
in here is a facade to hide the shenani
gans of the dairy interests. They now, 
when cowed and licked, belatedly come 
out and say, "Yes; we want to repeal all 
of the taxes on yellow oleomargarine, but 
prevent yellow oleo from crossing State 
lines." How silly. If yellow oleo is good 
in intrastate commerce, why should it, 
ipso facto, be treated as poison, and thus 
verboten, when shipped across State 
lines. If yellow oleo is good for John Q. 
Public in New York, why should it not be 
sent without hindrance into New Jersey 
to GI Joe? 
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If oleomargarine in one State is whole'." 

some and pure, nutritious and good, by 
what sort of abracadabra does it become 
just -the reverse when it is shipped into 
another State? That does not enter my 
cranium as common sense and I cannot 
conceive of it being logical. Therefore 
the pending bill is a farce. It is a smoke 
screen to protect improperly the Amer
ican Dairy Association and the like. 

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CELLER. I yield to the gentle
man from Wisconsin. 

Mr. MUB.RAY of Wisconsin. As one 
of the distinguished Members of this 
body for many years, and being now 
chairman of the Judiciary Committee, 
may I ask the gentleman if he would be 
willing to repeal the law in connection 
with filled milk which is based upon the 
same principle? 

Mr. CELLER. One has nothing to do 
with the other. We are concerned with 
oleomargarine, not with milk. I will say 
this, not necessarily in direct answer, 
because the question is utterly irrelevant, 
incompetent, and immaterial, as they 
say in court, if you are going to place 
penalties upon the use of colored oleo
margarine then let the sauce for the 
goose be sauce for the gander. You 
know, you gentlemen from the dairy · 
States, that you must color butter, espe
cially in the wintertime. 
· Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. Oh, no. 

Mr. CELLER. Oh, yes, sir; in the win
tertime you color butter. Because of the 
inability of the cattle to eat the grass, the 
green of which makes the butter yellow, 
you come to the inescapable result that 
fully 80 or more percent of the butte:i; 
made in the wintertime must be colored. 
Now I ask you, if you are going to color 
oleomargarine, and then compel it to 
bear a penalty, why should you not put 
the same penalty upon butter when it 
is colored? That puts the shoe on the 
other foot. 

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. Will the 
gentleman allow me to answe~·? 

Mr. CELLER. I know from my slight 
experience-I am not an expert-that 
when the cattle have to eat the straw 
and the silage, I think it is called, corn 
from the silo-maybe I am a little wrong 
in that, it matters not-the point is that 
they cannot eat grass, and therefore the 
butter is not yellow; it is straw-colored, 
and you add coloring. Now you are being 
hoist by your own petard ifn.d you can
not take it. Therefore, I say you should 
not put a penalty on oleomargarine, or 
put any kind of restriction on it so that 
when it enters interstate commerce it 
shall be taboo. 

Mr. GRANGER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CELLER. I yield to the gentleman 
from Utah. 

Mr. GRANGER. I -wish the gentleman 
would tell the House why it is that the · 
State of N~w York only recently, in the 
last legislature, did not think oleo was· 
so good, and that it absolutely prohibits 
the sale of colored oleomargarine in the 
State of New York. 

Mr. CELLER. I do not say th::i,t New 
York State is perfect by any means. We 
make mistakes there, too, especially at 

the behest of the Dairymen's League. It 
is inconceivable that we continue to per
mit an edible commodity to be directly 
taxed by the Government for the purpose 
of keeping down its sales, and pushing 
another product-butter. Remember the 
license fee and taxes are passed on to the 
consumer. · · 

It is time to call a halt to this licensing 
and tax and repeal the sanctions against 
a wholesome, inexpensive article of diet 
and thereby support the housewives who 
are making a valiant effort to meet 
budgetary needs against the shrinking 
dollar. · 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 
minutes to the gentleman from Colorado 
[Mr. HILL]. 

Mr. HILL. Mr. Chairman, I would like 
to say first' that I am sorry to have to 
take this stand as a member of one of 
the greatest committees in this House, 
probably the most important, even more 
important than the Committee on Ap
propriations, because you would not have 
anything to appropriate if it were not for 
the agricultural products of this Nation, 
and that is not a foolish statement. I 
am sorry to appear today before this 
House and find no printed hearings. It is 
not my fault. I corrected all of my re
marks right up to the minute, and I say 
to every Member that whenever the 
clerks or secretaries sent reports into my 
office, they are immediately corrected 
and returned, and here we are today, 
without a single report of the testimony 
of a single man or woman that you can 
sit down and read and learn as you read 
what these witnesses told our commit
tee. And that is important, ladies and 
gentlemen, and if I have time this after
noo·n· I would like to analyze the testi
mony of those witnesses before· our com
mittee, wonderful statements, people who 
have been in the dairy industry all their 
lives, right from the chairman's . own 
State of North Carolina, where they ex
pect to keep their boys and their girls 
and the families-all in the dairy busi
ness . . Yet, we find not a single line of 
testimony available for the members of 
this whole Committee to read this after
noon. The only sign I have seen of tes
timony is in the hands of the opposition. 

Now, then, to state the issue just as 
simply as I know how. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HILL. I will certainly yield to 
my chairman because I am not criti
cizing him in any sense; he is a great 
chairman. 

Mr. -COOLEY. Do we have any docu
ments here that the gentleman would 
like to have? 

Mr. HILL. I have them. 
Mr. COOLEY. I have documents of 

two former hearings here, and the gen
tleman knows full well why those hear
ings were not printed. 

Mr. HILL. The gentleman can take 
his own time to answer the question. 
But here is a gentleman sitting over 
there wanting to read the testimony, and 
he cannot find them. Do not put them 
under my nose, because I have read them 
all. I know what the witnesses said; I 
know how the witnesses answered the 
questions. When opposition witnesses 

came before the committee, did they 
speak tft> forthright and talk the way I 
am talking? They did not. 

Let me state the issue this afternoon. 
Mr. SHAFER. Mr. Chairman, will the 

gentleman yield? 
Mr. HILL. I yield to the gentleman 

from Michigan. 
Mr. SHAFER. Were there any rep

resentatives of the oleomargarine indus
try before your committee? 

Mr. HILL. They were before the com
mittee continuously, on the back row, 
listening to everything that was said, 
but they offered nothing to the commit
tee by way of real, constructive think
ing. Just think of that, will you? 

Mr. GRANGER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HILL. I yield to the gentleman 
from Utah. 

Mr. GRANGER. The gentleman re
calls that when we reported this bill out 
the halls were filled with oleo people with 
cameras to take pictures of the people 
who were going to bring out this bill, 
but they did not use them. Does the 
gentleman know that 10 minutes after 
we reported out this bill the oleo people 
and the National Association of Manu
facturers people were there trying to 
write the report of this committee? 

Mr. HILL. I will say to the gentleman 
from Utah, and I think I am correct
if I am wrong I will withdraw my re
marks-that when this committee voted 
this bill out it voted it out 24 to 3. That 
does not sound as if we were very much 
divided. 

Let me state the issue. What is the 
issue this afternoon? The issue is very 
simply stated. Every man on our side 
agreed that we should support the over
all removal of all taxes, and also any 
other form of licenses on the statute 
books concerning oleo. What could be 
more fair than that? We want the taxes 
removed, every one of us. I expect to 
tell all my people I am in favor of re
moving all the taxes from oleo. Is that 
what our bill does? It is. 

What is the issue, then? The only 
issue is whether you want oleo sold as 
butter, and as to that I am going to see 
that every man stands-up and is counted. 
This is the story. Do you want oleo sold 
as oleo, or do you want it sold as butter? 
It is up to this Committee this afternoon 
to make up its mind. When the final 
vote comes, that is exactly what you are 
going to do. That is the issue that is 
before us now· It is not a question of 
taxation. 

This afternoon you are going to hear 
those opposed state they are opposed to 
taxes on oleo. That is not the issue. We 
are all supporting the removal of the Fed
eral tax. That is the first thing the 
gentleman who preceded me started to 
tell you, when he spoke about farming 
on the streets of New York. I did expect 
him to say that but I do not expect 
anyone from Texas to say that, nor from 
North Carolina. 

Let us look for just a moment at the 
dairy industry. How important is the 
dairy industry to every man and woman 
here this afternoon? Let me ask, first of 
all, how important is it, and I will answer. 
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There is none but expects to leave chil
dren and grandchildren to pop\!late our 
Nation. Strong, virile men and women 
that are willing to stand up for the prin
ciples of democracy we talked about yes
terday in the great city of Philadelphia 
where our leaders wrote the various docu
ments setting out the way of life which 
is America. It is a . great history, revo
lutionizing the relation of man to his 
Government. This afternoon you say 
you are going to support a synthetic food 
just the same as if it were a natural food, 
and say to the boys and girls that will 
follow us, "Maybe you will have bone and 
muscle and sinew to do the things we have 
to do to be the leaders of the world." I 
cannot follow any such philosophy. 

There is not a single bit of testimony 
anywhere that proves to any mother or 
father that they can feed their children 
oleo and make professional football or 
basl{etball players out of them or strong 
men and women to leave behind them 
to carry on the difficult battle of right 
in this world. That is what we are talk
ing about. 

If I had the time this afternoon I would 
analyze just one man's testimony and 
I could show you by his statements that 
this might accomplish two most terrible 
things, the destruction of the fine phys
ical and mental qualities of the boys and 
girls of this Nation, and finally, wash 
away the topsoil and impoverish future 
generations. 

I will take any dairy section in the 
United States-and I do not live in such 
a section-and compare it with any other 
section in the United States. The record 
will show that they are over 100 percent 
plus, so far as living conditions are con
cerned and so far as the type of men 
and women, the boys and girls in those 
communities. 

They are as high as 138 percent. Then 
you say here this afternoon that you are 
going to be a party to the destruction, 
or the beginning of the destruction, of 
such an industry as the dairy industry. 
My good chairman, whom I love-and 
this is no foolish or exaggerated state
ment-had a friend appear before our 
committee. The testimony he gave to 
our committee was bright and happy. 
He told us how he started out a few 
years ago by buying 100 gallons of milk 
a day. Now he buys thousands and 
thousands of pounds of milk per day 
from the farmers of North Carolina. 
That is not all he said. 

When we questioned him as to whether 
the dairymen made money and intended 
to stay on the farms, whether they in
tended to keep their boys and girls on 
the farm, we discovered that North Caro
lina was one of the finest States in the 
Union in which to bring up a family. 
Yet you expect to cast a vote to help de
stroy the very industry that makes North 
Carolina great. Why, it. is ridiculous. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ·HILL. I yield. 
Mr. CRAWFORD. I wish to ask the 

gentleman about the witnesses who ap
peared before the committee. Did any 
of the manufacturers of oleo products 
appear before the committee and subject 
themselves to cross-examination? 

Mr. HILL. As I recall, they had an 
attorney. I would like to analyze his 
testimony if I had the time. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. I would like to get 
technical about this now. Did any of 
the manufacturers appear before the 
committee? I think the Members will 
be interested to lmow. 

Mr. HILL. No manufacturer came 
before the committee. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Outside of the at
torney, what type of witnesses appeared? 

Mr. HILL. I will have to admit that 
most of the witnesses were the dairy 
people. They were interested in coming 
before the committee and giving their 
testimony. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. I mean what type 
of witnesses appeared in support of the 
bill to permit the interstate movement 
of colored oleo-who supported that 
proposition before the committee? 

Mr. HILL. I cannot recall anyone 
who supported it. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HILL. I yield. 
Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Those 

who appeared before the committee were 
the attorneys for the Wholesale Food 
Manufacturers' Association, the attor
ney for the Retail Merchants' Associa
tion. We also had the representative of 
the League of Women Voters, the Jewish 
Council, and a few other organizations. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. But no manufac
turers? 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Colorado has expired. 

Mr. HILL. Mr. Chairman, may I have 
five additional minutes, as I would like 
to answer these questions. 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield two 
additional minutes to the gentleman. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HILL. I yield. 
Mr. CRAWFORD. For some 15 years 

before being elected to the House, I was 
a manufacturer. I was continually fight
ing with my associates on the proposi
tion that the manufacturer himself 
should appear before these committees. 

Mr. HILL. They certainly should. 
Mr. CRAWFORD: They should ap

pear before these committees them
selves, so as to inform the committees 
of what is going on in the manufactur
ing field. I found out then and that sit
uation still exists, all through the manu
facturing fraternity, that there is a re
luctance to appear before congressional 
committees, and there is always a de
sign to put up some front. That is not 
smart business. I want to get that in 
the record, with regard to this particu
lar case. There is no reason why a 
manufacturer should not submit him
self to cross-examination before these 
committees. Unless they do that, you 
do not get the facts on these cases. 

Mr. HILL. From the testimony be
fore our committee, we discovered that 
65 percent of all the oleo made in this 
country is made by five companies. 

Now, let us get back to the question 
of how important the dairy industry is 
to this country. There is not a man or 
woman on the floor of the House today
be they Democrat, Republican, New 

Dealer, or with Communist leanings, or 
any other type-who would do one single 
thing to bring about a depression. But 
let me say this, that we may be making 
the very move here this afternoon, which 
will bring about our next most destruc
tive depression that we could ever have. 
If you take 2,000,000_ dairy cows off the 
market in the next 6 months, and thus 
take off the market all the milk ~ :hich 
is made into butter, you will bring to 
agriculture a depression that will make 
the first depression in agriculture in the 
twenties look like a celebration. That 
is not all I have to say. 

I will get some more time on this when 
the bill is being read for amendment un
der the 5-minute rule. I want to tell 
you what the dairy industry means to 
this Nation of ours, which we are plac
ing in jeopardy this afternoon by sup
porting such legislation that is proposed 
by the gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from Missis
sippi [Mr. ABERNETHY]. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. Mr. Chairman, I 
believe that my good friend from Colo
rado [Mr. HILL] wants to be fair when 
he addresses you from the well of this 
House. He stated a moment ago, in an
swer to a question by the gentleman from 

0

Michigan [Mr. CRAWFORD], that no one 
interested in margarine as such ap
peared and testified in support of repeal 
of the antioleomargarine laws. 

I want to read to the Committee a 
list of the witnesses who appeared in 
support of such. The following witnesses 
appeared: 

Mr. Harold 0. Smith, Jr., executive 
vice president of the United States 
Wholesale Grocers Association. 

Mr. J. w.- Calland, managing director 
National Soybean Crop Improvement 
Council, of Decatur, Ind. 

Mr. John W. Evans, vice president, 
American Soybean Association, Monte
video, Minn. 

Mr. C. M. Gregory, manager, Farmers 
Cooperative Co., Dike, Iowa. 

Mr. Lewis G. Hines, representing the 
American Federation of Labor. 

Mr. Robert C. Jackson, Washington 
representative, National Cotton Council 
of America. 

Mrs. Margaret S. Manager, national 
chairman, American Home Economics 
Association. 

Mr. Rober~ Lamkin, representing As
sociation of American University Women. 

Mrs. Harvey W. Wiley, legislative chair
man, District of Columbia Federation of 
Women's Clubs. 

Miss Nancy Holland, representing 
Friendship House. 

Mrs. Jean Whitehill, Consumers Union 
of United States. 

Mr. Tyre Taylor, representing National 
Association of Retail Grocers. 

Mr. Ralph Wells, a soybean processor. 
Mr. Donald M. Cresswell, representing 

Pennsylvania Secretary of Agriculture. 
Mr. Donald Montgomery, representing 

the CIO. 
Mr. Clifford Patton, representing the 

National Association of Consumers. 
Several Members of Congress, and 

many others. Furthermore the record 
was filled ,with statements, letters, and 
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resolutions in support of our bill and in 
opposition to the Granger bill. 

Incidentally, I hold here a statement 
issued by the dairy people a few days 
ago which enumerates some of the wit
nesses who supported our bill and oppose 
the Granger bill. 

The margarine witnesses were, accord
ing to this dairy paper, the Washington 
lobbyists for the American Federation of 
Labor; five representatives of professional 
consumer and women's organizations; 
one consumers' representative of the CIO 
United Auto Workers; three representa
tives of soybean associations and soybean 
growers; one soybean processor; one 
Washington representative of a cotton 
promotion organization; and one repre
sentative each from the National Retail 
and Wholesale Grocers' Association. 

So I suggest that when the gentleman 
leaves the impression that no one ap
peared in support of outright repeal of 
all antimargarine laws, he is in absolute 
conflict with the record. 

Mr. Chairman, the people of my dis
trict and the whole South have a great 
interest in this fight. 

The Fourth District of Mississippi, 
which I am privileged to represent, con
sists of 10 hill counties. Most of the 
201,000 people within the district live in 
the rural areas and obtain their living 
from the farms, a vast majority of which 
are of the family type. Their major 
crops and sources of income are cotton, 
cattle, milk, and grain. The present ad
ministration and the Department of 
Agriculture have geared their policies 
and programs in the particular interest 
of this type of farmer. Cotton is by, far 
their major cash crop, and, as I shall 
point out, cottonseed is all-important to 
them. 

From time to time I have heard state
ments that the cotton farmer had little 
direct interest in the margarine fight and 
that its importance to the Cotton Belt 
had been exaggerated. 

In my considered judgment, the mar
garine issue is a vital one to the cotton 
producers. Anyone familiar with cotton 
growing knows that cottonseed is par
ticularly important to the person in 
whom we all profess a great interest--the 
little man, the poor man, whether share 
cropper, renter, or owner. 

Few cotton producers, even the wealth
iest· and most afHuent ones, finance the 
crop. They borrow money each year to 
raise cotton. The larger operators get 
capital from the bigger banks; the small
er ones from the small banks, from mer
chants and from the more fortunately 
situated producers. 

The crop is mortgaged, but in the case 
of the family-type farmer, the share 
cropper, and small operators, one portion 
of the crop generally is left untouched by 
the mortgage. This portion is the seed. 
This is a matter of habit and custom, a 
part of the ritual of producing the 
South's greatest crop. In bad years this 
frequently is all the small farmers have 
left after they have grown the cotton ·and 
have paid the expenses of making the 
lint and seed. 

That is why the seed, while approxi
mating only one-fifth the value of the 
crop, is so important to the little man
the man we say we all wish to help. 

The seed then in the case of hundreds 
of thousands of farmers assuines an im
portance all out of proportion to its value 
as compared to the rest of the crop. It 
has been said, in testimony before the 
House Agriculture Committee in the past, 
that the price of seed is a more contro
versial subject and has more direct in
fluence on the welfare of the attitude of 
the cotton producers than even the price 
of cotton. 

I am in agreement with that statement. 
Cottonseed, as many of you know, de

rives its monetary value from four uses
oil, meal, hulls, and !inters. However, in 
market value the oil is worth more than 
the other three products of cottonseed 
combined. On the average, I would say, 
oil is a little more than 50 percent of the 
value of cottonseed. 

The oil from cottonseed is consumed 
almost entirely as human food. Gener
ally speaking, more than 90 percent is 
used to feed people. Cottonseed oil goes 
into shortening, into margarine, mayon
naise, salad oil, and salad dressing. 

The two primary uses of cottonseed oil 
are in shortening and in margarine. The 
latter's importance as a market for oil 
has increased steadily, until now it is 
ahead even of shortening. For example, 
of all cottonseed oil used in 1938, short
ening consumed about 63.4 percent, mar
garine only 8.6 percent. In the January 
to September period, 1948, approximately 
35.3 percent of the cottonseed oil used 
went into margarine, about 21.8 into 
shortening. 

This shift in uses has not been due to 
any decline in the volume of cottonseed 
oil used in shortening. The amount of 
cottonseed oil going into shortening 
actually has increased but the amount 
employed in margarine has increased at 
a much greater rate. 

The 1948 production of margarine is 
estimated at 900,000,000 pounds. Back 
in 1940, only 8 years ago, only 320,000,-
000 pounds of margarine were produced. 

I do not need to detail to you the long 
history of Federal antimargarine legis
lation. The first act aimed at margarine 
became law in 1886, a second in 1902, 
and the third in 1931. 

Before the passage of the 1886 law, 
estimates of the consumption of marga
rine were as high as 200,000,000 pounds 
annually. This consumption dropped to 
20,000,000 pounds in 1887. 

In 1902, when the second Federal anti
margarine bill went through, per capita 
consumption of . margarine was esti
mated at 1.6 pounds per capita. A year 
or two afterward, consumption had 
dropped to one-half pound per person. 

After enactment of the 1931 .act, the 
consumption of margarine dropped from 
about 2 pounds per capita to 1.6 in 1932. 

Whatever their failure then fr6m a 
long-time standpoint, the antimargarine 
laws did succeed for a time in their ob
jective-a reduction in the consumption 
of margarine. 

In so doing, inevitably they reduced 
the price for cottonseed oil. There 1s 
no way of estimating the e:tf ect upon the 
price for this oil. We know, however, 
that over the years the Federal and State 
antimargarine laws have taken millions 
upon millions of dollars from the pockets 
of the Gouth'.s cotton producers. Within 

recent years, as soybean oil began to be 
used in margarine in large quantities, 
this legislation likewise reduced the price 
of soybean oil and hit directly at the 
pocketbooks of the soybean producers. 

Likewise, since the food oils are inter
changeable to a large degree, the anti
margarine statutes have lowered the 
price of peanut oil, corn oil, and the 
other food oils. 

I do not need to point out to you that 
a comparatively small surplus in fats 
and oils oftentimes exercises a dispro
portionate e:tfect upon prices. Also, a 
small deficit in supply can exercise a dis
proportionate e:tf ect upon price. I could 
compare these e:tfects to the oftentimes 
thin line which lies between solvency and 
insolvency. 
Durin~ the war, this country greatly 

increased its production of domestic fats 
and oils. We are confronted with the 
grave problem of finding a market for 
these oils. Already, prices for domestic 
fats and oil& have dropped sharply. If 
453,000,000 pounds of cottonseed oil had 
not gone into margarine in 1948 and also 
large quantities of soybean oil, prices of 
domestic fats and oils would be ruinously 
low. 

The producers of all domestic fats and 
oils, including lard, should insist that 
there be no restraints upon domestic 
markets for domestically produced fats 
and oils. If, for example, the price of 
cottonseed oil and soybean oil declines 
th~ price of almost all other fats and oils 
fall with them. 

I would hesitate to predict the e:tfect 
of a total ban upon the manufacture and 
sale of yellow margarine upon the con
sumption ~.nd the-prices for cottonseed 
oil and soybean oil. 

Certainly, the butter interests feel that 
such a ban would reduce the consumption 
of margarine. That is why they are 
supporting such legislation n.nd why they 
have supported other antimargarine laws 
in the past. 

If the color ban is enacted, we can look 
forward to an intensification of the diffi
culties in which the producers of cotton
seed oil, soybean oil, and peanut oil find 
themselves. 

Much has been said here about the 
possible a:tfects upon the dairy industry 
of the repeal of Federal and State anti
margarine legislation. 

In view of the fact that butter is the 
least profitable use of milk and that the 
country stands greatly in need of ex
panded uses for whole milk, cheese, and 
ice cream, I think the statements about 
danger to the dairy industry are unwar
ranted. 

But if we are to discuss seriously pos
sible damage to the dairy industry, what 
about damage to the cottonseed industry, 
the soybean ind~try, and the peanut in
dustry from the ban on yellow marga
rine? 

Butter's pleas, if they are examined 
impartially, are simply pleas not to be 
forced to compete fairly and squarely 
with the products from the other Amer
ican farms. 

The drop in dairy prices is pointed out 
and stress put upon the decline. What 
about the drop in the prices of cotton
seed, of soybeans, and of the other prod
ucts which produce the fats and oils that 
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go into margarine? Aren't the farmers 
who raise cotton, the lowest income group 
in the United States, to be considered? 
Has not the time come to remove the bur
den placed upon them by unfair laws? 
Do they not deserve consideration? Are 
we to remove the taxes on margarine but 
to ban yellow margarine entirely? 

What does the proposal to remove 
these taxes but to ban yellow margarine 
mean? It means removing the taxes, so 
far as yellow margarine is concerned, on 
a product that is · outlawed. In other 
words, the butter interests say, remove 
the taxes on yellow margarine but ban it 
completely. Anyone can see that a ban 
on yellow margarine is much worse than 
the 10-cents-a-pound tax which now ex
ists. The proposal from the butter lob
by is not a compromise. It is an attempt 
to damage margarine more than other 
punitive laws have damaged it in the 
past. . 

Butter and oleomargarine are com
petitors. Both are products of the farm. 
I believe that every Member of this 
House wants to be fair. I cannot believe 
that any of us accepted our seats in Con
gress for the purpose of securing or main..: 
taining an advantage of one farm prod
uct over another farm product. We are 
charged with the duty of treating them 
with equal fairness. To favor one indus
try by restricting another is not, in my 
opinion, compatible with democracy nor 
is it in the best interest of all business 
as a whole, or of the American people. · 
It is just as contrary to the American 
system of free enterprise to legislate for 
American-produced butterfat as against 
American-produced cottonseed and soy
bean oil, the b&.sic element of oleomar
garine, as it would be to legislate for 
American-produced cotton fiber as 
against American-produced synthetic 
rayon fiber. Rayon is a competitor of 
cotton. It has come on the market in a 
system of free enterprise. It is a serious 
threat to the thousands of farmers who 
grow cotton. Yet no Member of Congress 
from the Cotton Belt has to my knowl
edge urged or offered punitive legislative 
measures against the rayon industry. 
That, however, is exactly what the Con
gress tolerates in the case of butter as 
against oleomargarine. 

As a Representative of a district which 
has a flourishing cotton industry and a 
flourishing dairy industry, I want to be 
fair to both. If I am to be fair, if I am 
to do my duty as I see it, I cannot con
sent to the continuation of an injustice 
inflicted upon those least able to bear it
the cotton farmers of the South and the 
Cotton Belt of the Nation. 

The . CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. ABER
NETHY J has expired. 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Ch~irman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Colorado 
[Mr. HILL]. 

Mr. HILL. Mr. Chairman, I am sorry 
that my genial friend, the gentleman 
from Mississippi [Mr. ABERNETHY] was 
not listening when I was speaking, be
cause I made no such statement. I said 
no manufacturers ·of oleomargarine ap
peared before our committee. That is 
exactly what I said, as the RECORD will 
show. Of course I call your attention to 
how many cotton people appeared and 

all of those who were paid by the oleo
margarine people to come and make their 
testimony. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HILL. I yield. 
Mr. CRAWFORD. My whole point 

was based on manufacturers of oleomar
garine, and not these other miscellaneous 
witnesses. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman has expired. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
5 minutes to the gentleman from Mis
souri [Mr. CHRISTOPHER]. 

Mr. CHRISTOPHER. Mr. Chairman, 
it is absolutely impossible to handle a 
subject like this in 5 minutes. If I had 
20 minutes' time I would nail this thing 
so tight to the floor you could not pry 
it up with a crowbar, but I have not got 
time. I want everybody in this House 
who believes that the poor woman shop
per of the United States ought to be al
lowed to buy a cheap spread for her 
bread to vote for the Granger bill, and 
here is why: As long as there is white 
oleo for sale in the United States she 
can buy it cheaper than butter; as soon 
as the oleo people get the chance to 
make oleo yellow and sell it without any 
restriction all over the United States, it 
will cost more than butter and it will 
rob that poor woman who is pinched 
by her budget of the opportunity to go 
and buy a cheap spread to put on the 
bread for her children. I can _prove it, 
and I will tell you how you can prove it. 
Go to the grocery store around the cor
ner and price 3 pounds of vegetable oil, 
and you will find it will cost $1. Price 
3 pounds of hog lai:d, the best shortening 
and frying fat the world has ever pro
duced, and you can buy it for 50 cents. 
How did the vegetable-oil manufacturers 
bring that about? By advertising that 
if you eat vegetable oils and do not eat 
lard you can retain that boyish and 
girlish figure. They forgot the fact that 
the vegetable oil fattens the hogs that 
make the lard. Is that ridiculous, or is 
it not? 

They say this is an economic question; 
it is no such thing. It is not an eco
nomic question; it is a soil-conserving 
question and nothing else in the world. 
I stand before you this evening proposing 
that you make a spread for the Nation's 
bread out of bluegrass and timothy, 
le.spedeza and sweet clover, alfalfa, and 
red clover and white clover; that is the 
kind of farm products I want to make 
butter out of. What are they? They 
are the soil-conserving crops of this 
Nation. I can sell a thousand dollars 
worth of butter off my dairy farm and 
have just as good a farm as I had before 
I sold the butter; but you sell a thousand 
dollars worth of soybeans, of cotton
seed, of peanuts, off your farm, and you 
have sold a definite part of your farm. 
There is no way that you can avoid it. 
Ride over your farming country and look 
at the soybean land, see how it has 
washed away. I have stated in this 
House before, and I know it to be a fact-
I Yield to no man in this House or any- · 
where else when it comes to soil conser
vation and what will build up soil and 
what will destroy· it; I have watched it 
and worked with it for 50 years, and I 

know all there is to know about it. I 
know it first-hand; I did not learn it on 
the streets of New York. New York is a 
great city, but how long would it last 
without soil? In one week, denied the 
products of the soil New York City wculd 
be in dire distress; in 1 year it would be 
a ghost town in ruin; that is what would 
become of New York. When you chase 
the dairy farmer out of business as the 
oleo manufacturer intends to chase him 
out of business by counterfeiting his 
product and ruining his market-and the 
gentleman who favors the Poage bill 
stood here today and would not say a 
word about filled milk-if you take the 
step of legalizing yellow margarine all 
over the United States this year, then 
next year they will bring in the filled 
milk bill, and if they get by with that 
then the next year they will bring in the 
synthetic ice-cream bill; and pretty soon, 
as one gentleman said here today, when 
you want any milk product you will 
simply take a pill. 

Mr. NICHOLSON. Mr. Chairman, if 
the gentleman will yield, New York City 
would be all right if it had a few silos 
would it not? ' 

Mr. CHRISTOPHER. That would 
help, sir. 

Mr. HAYS of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, 
will -the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CHRISTOPHER. I yield. 
Mr. HAYS of Ohio. Is it not a fact 

that practically every agricultural publi
cation in the country says that the only 
hope for a prosperous agriculture in the 
South is an agriculture based on animal 
husbandry? 

Mr. CHRISTOPHER. That is right. 
The South needs a dairy industry as bad 
as any part of the United States. 

Mr. HILL. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. CHRISTOPHER. I yield to the 
gentleman from Colorado. 

Mr. HILL. There was not an expert on 
agriculture who appeared before our 
committee but what stated the same 
thing the gentleman just mentioned; 
that is, without a good prosperous dairy 
industry, you cannot maintain the fer
tility of the soil. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Missouri has expired. 
Mr~ COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

the gentleman five additional minute$. 
Mr. CHRISTOPHER. Mr. Chairman, 

the Democratic platform has b.een spoken 
of here today as coming out for repeal 
of the oleo tax. The Granger bill repeals 
the oleo tax, but fixes it so it cannot mas
querade in every hotel, in every restau
rant, in every eating house, in every in
stitution, and in every home of the land 
as butter. 

One gentleman here spoke about but
ter being colored, and he talked about 
the straw that the cows eat in the winter 
time. A cow does not give milk from 
straw, neither does she produce butter 
from straw. We feed a cow nice green 
legume hay, a good silage, and some cot
tonseed meal that we buy from down 
South. That is what we feed our cows to 
give milk. Our butter does not need col
oring if the cow is properly fed. Of 
course, she will give enough milk to make 
cream for your coffee if you run her in 
a stalk field and milk her over in the 
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corner of some rail fence, but we do 
not do that. I can understand how a 
gentleman from New York would imagine 
all you had to do to get milk was to catch 
a cow and milk her. But today the dairy 
business requires more than that. It is 
a specialized industry. If you want to 
destroy it, you can do so with this unfair 
competition, but when you do, do not 
say, "We did it because we felt sorry for 
the poor woman who has to buy cheap 
oleo," because the things they are pro
posing to do will rob her of the only op
portunity she ever had to buy s, cheap 
spread for her bread. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Missouri has again 
expired. 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Wiscon
sin [Mr. WITHROW]. 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WITHROW. I yield to the gentle
man from Minnesota. 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. I had re
quested the gentleman from Missouri to 
yield so that I might say to the House 
that I thought the gentleman from Mis
souri has brought out the one point that 
is most pertinent to this question, and 
that is, "Are you interested or are you 
not interested in preserving the soil of 
this Nation?" If you are interested, vote 
down the Poage bill when it comes be
fore the House. 

Mr. WITHROW. I thank the gentle
man. 

Mr. Chairman, the question here to
day is whether we should permit the 
transportation of colored oleomargarine. 
As far as I am concerned, I realize that 
the reason that oleomargarine is colored 
is in imitation of butter. I can well re
call last December when my distinguished 
colleague, the gentleman from Wiscon
sin [Mr. MURRAY] was debating with Dr. 
Carlson, who was the spokesman of the 
oleomargarine interests, on the question 
of butter versus oleomargarine. Dr. 
Carlson is a very capable gentleman. He 
is and was at that time representing and 
speaking for the oleomargarine interests. 
Dr. Carlson under questioning by the 
gentleman from Wisconsin, said that the 
principal reason for the desire to color 
oleomargarine yellow was to break down 
a natural sales resistance. The coloring 
of oleomargarine yellow makes it an imi
tation of a natural product. The color 
of butter is yellow; it is a natural color. 
There are times during the year when 
the cows are off pasture in the barn that 
they are fed from silos and the result is 
that at that time it is necessary, to main
tain a uniform yellow color, to slightly 
color the butter. But, it should not be 
construed in any way as being an imita
tion of any other product. It is put in 
to maintain the regular yellow color of 
butter, which is naturally yellow. 

Now, dairy farming is peculiar. You 
cannot go into the dairy business quickly 
and you cannot get out of it quickly. 
Why, it is necessary to spend 15 to 20 
years in building up dairy herds. They 
cannot be built up in a hurry. Then 
they must be culled and reculled in order 
to cut out the low producers to make it 
profitable. In addition to that, the dairy 

farmer must maintain large and expen
sive barns. He must construct large 
silos in order to store food for the cattle 
during the winter months. In addition 
to that he is required to meet very rigid 
sanitary regulations, both State and Fed
eral. He must keep the entrance of the 
building that he cools his milk in a pre
scribed distance from the barn. He must 
meet these rigid requirements that cost 
thousands and thousands of dollars on 
every farm unit. Then, in addition to 
that he must buy expensive and diversi
fied machinery so as to cultivate and to 
harvest his many products economically; 

. the dairy farmer has a larger investment 
in proportion to his gross income than 
any other industry in the world. 

I understand that many leading dairy 
and farm organizations are agreed on 
the suggestion that oleo taxes and license 
fees be repealed. This is being misin
terpreted to mean the repeal of all re
strictions on the manufacture and sale 
of yellow oleomargarine. This move
ment which threatens the very existence 
of the dairy industry is sponsored and 
financed by the oleomargarine manufac
turers, a small industrial group that 
seeks to remove all restrictions on the 
sale of oleomargarine colored yellow in 
imitation of butter. 

The fight between oleo and butter is 
an economic battle. On the one hand 
you have 2,500,000 dairy-farm families, 
40,000 small dairy plants and their em
ployees as against 28 large oleomargarine 
manufacturers. The dairy farmers are 
a vital part of our national economy, 
they pay substantial taxes and also pro
vide the Nation with vital and nutritious 
food. They merely want the synthetic 
product called oleomargarine to be sold 
for what it is and not to permit it to be 
disguised as an imitation of butter by 
coloring it yellow. 

I believe it is very conservative to say 
that the relationship between the pro
ducers of cotton and the oleo and crush
ers of cottonseed has not been conducive 
to a sound economy. The cottonseed
oil industry sets the market price-they 
make the money, not the cotton farmer. 

The dairyman is in an economy in 
which butter is the balance wheel; more 
than 25 percent of all milk produced goes 
into butter. 

From year to year the dairyman, by 
reason of rigid State requirements and 
voluntary usages relative to sanitary re
quirements, has invested hundreds of 
thousands of dollars in more modern
ized farm equipment; built new or re
modeled old Qarns and silos, bought milk
ing machines, and so forth, fertilized the 
soil so as to produce more and better 
feed. In most areas, he has carried on 
soil-conservation work, has prevented, in 
part, soil erosion. All of this has been 
done because he anticipated that this 
greatest of all agricultural industries, 
namely dairying, and, I might say at this 
point that most of this work was done 
under the guidance of the State and 
Federal Government--at least with their 
approval. Farm boys have attended the 
universities in ever-increasing numbers, 
so that they in turn can take over, and 
in an intelligent way carry on the work 
so well done by their parents. They 

have the intellectual and technical abil
ity to carry on in this worthy endeavor. 
They are literally the backbone of the 
Nation. Shall their future be jeopard
ized by the Congress permitting this 
synthetic product to be sold in imitation 
of their natural and wholesome product? 

The family-sized farm is doomed if 
this economic blow is dealt to the dairy 
industry. 

Competent economists have shown, 
and it has not been questioned, that to 
sell yellow oleo unrestricted would take 
away an additional 600,000,000 pounds a 
year in butter sales. The cost of this 
loss in sales to the dairy farmers would 
be a quarter of a million dollars in cash 
income. The long-term result would be 
liquidation of dairy herds on a large 
scale. The small farm unit would not 
be able to operate any longer. This ter
rible economic readjustment is threat
ened because the oleo interests of the 
Nation, who are making handsome 
profits now, want to expand their busi
ness by being permitted to color their 
product yellow in imitation of butter, 
whose natural color is yellow. Their 
object is to fool the consumer and break 
down a natural sales resistance. 

The dairy farmers welcome the expan
sion of dairying in the cotton areas, and 
it is of vital interest to you from Cotton 
States that the status of butter be pre
served. The cotton producer realizes, 
I believe, that the farmers of the Nation 
are their best customers by buying edible 
vegetable oils in shortenings for salad 
and desserts, and for spreads; likewise 
cottonseed meal is used for feed; which 
is bringing at the present time between 
$85 and $100 a ton; and also cotton 
products. 

It must also be borne in mind that any 
break in the economy of the dairy farmer 
would severely impair the soil-conserva
tion program which is making wonderful 
strides in the voluntary conservation of 
our soil. A break in that economy would 
also affect adversely our rural-electrifica
tion program which, with its further ex
pansion, will accomplish more to raise 
the standards of living of those in the 
rural areas than any one other factor. 
A blow to the dairy economy would also 
endanger our farm-credit program 
which is doing much to help our farm 
economy._ In fact, a blow to our dairy 
economy would have severe repercus
sions to the entire agriculture set-up. 

This is a most inopportune time to be 
considering this type of legislation, with 
dairy prices on a sharp decline, and legis
lation in the hopper for further farm
price supports. With all somewhat in 
accord that we must cooperate in an ef
fort to help one another, in come the oleo 
interests to completely-if they are suc
cessful-upset the best of our plans with 
a scheme which is as destructive as it 
is deceptive. 

Oleo manufacturers are guilty of try
ing to mislead the public to believe that 
their product is naturally yellow, and 
that they are compelled by Federal re
strictions to remove this yellow color by 
bleaching or pay the 10-cent tax per 
pound. They also say that butter is 
colored with the same dyes with which 
oleo is colored and to restrain their use of 
yellow color is unjustified discrimination. 



3612 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE MARCH 31 
The natural color of oleo ls white or 

gray, and, I understand, must be bleached 
in most instances to make it white. The 
natural color of butter is yellow, except 
during the winter months when the cows 
are off pasture. Then a coloring is used 
to make the color uniform the year 
around. But it is not put in to deceive 
the consumer. 

I am reliably informed for the year 
1947 that the oleo manufacturers spent 
$6,600,000 for advertising directed, in 
part, toward the repeal of oleo restric
tions. In 1948 they spent an additional 
$5,400,000 to. mislead . the American· 
housewife on the question of yellow oleo
margarine. 

Perhaps there are people whose in
comes are so low that it may be neces
sary for them to eat oleomargarine in
stead of butter, but it is not fair for 
them to be deceived by the yellow color 
into thinking they are buying and eating 
butter. 

Fraudulent substitution of yellow oleo
margarine for butter must be pre.vented. 
This can be accomplished by a flat ban 
being placed on the imitation of butter 
through the commercial manufacture or 
sale of yellow oleomargarine. 

Under such a prohibition, the house
wives could obtain all the oleo they 
wanted to buy uncolored and tax:..free. 
At the same time, the ban on imitation 
butter would curb unfair competition for 
the butter market. 

My people are alarmed; they know 
what happened to agriculture from 1920 
to 1929. They are fearful that this latest 
unwarranted attack may have the same 
disastrous result-not merely the col
lapse of the g·reat dairy industry but 
likewise the disintegration of our entire 
economic structure, for agriculture is our 
basic industry. 
· Might I remind the Members of the 
House that every major depression we 
have had has been preceded by decliriing 
agricultural prices and values. 

If the taxes are repealed, then there 
should be an effective prohibition of the 
manufacture and sale of yellow oleo
margarine. 
· Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

such time as he may desire to the gen
tleman from Illinois [Mr. CHESNEY]. 

Mr. CHESNEY. Mr. Chairman, the 
case of butter against oleomargarine 
again takes the spotlight before this au
gust body. In the Eightieth Congress 
the probutter forces suffered a set-back, 
but as we have witnessed in the days 
and months preceding this legislative 
day, the butter groups have been capably 
working. 
· As a result, we have before us today 
a bill providing for the repeal of the tax 
on oleomargarine. Now this is some
what a reversal of attitude since the bat
tle began. But in conceding to this re
peal of the Federal taxes and the Fed
eral ban on the manufacture and sale 
of yellow margarine, there has been in
serted in the bill a clause which is most 
undesirable in_ solving this pressing 
problem. This clause would prohibit 
the transportation of yellow margarine 
across State lines. In this regard, the 
bill is violating a concept of our coun
try's economic systr.m. This is the bill 

which our good friends of the butter 
lobby want this Congress to pass. 

Those members of the Agriculture 
Committee who voted to bring out this 
emasculated repeal bill certainly cannot 
be blamed because, no doubt, their con
stituency is composed of dairy farmers 
and dairy industries who have fought 
this bill for many years, and who have 
charged those members of the commit
tee with the responsibility of represent
ing their interests in Congress. How
ever, the distinguished members . of the 
Agriculture Committee knew that the 
temperament of the Nation was demand
ing the abolishment of these discrimina
tory taxes and restrictions on an im
portant domestic food product. There
fore, a compromise stand was taken by 
the Agriculture Committee in reporting 
out the Granger bill. 

I am opposed to this bill in its present 
form. As a Congressman from a city 
district, it is my duty to vote for a bill 
which will provide the housewives of this 
Nation an opportunity to purchase and 
use oleomargarine of their own choice. 

This is not only my position, but the 
position of housewives throughout the 
Nation who find it necessary for reasons 
of economy to use, when possible, oleo
margarine as a substitute for butter. 

The women of Chicago have protested 
and our local newspapers have taken up 
the issue and have presented both sides 
of the question. The newspapers of the 
city of Chicago have as great a circula
tion in the rural areas as they do in the 
metropolitan center. 

The Illinois State Register, a news
paper which is published in Springfield, 
the capital of the great State of Illinois, 
which is located in the very heart of our 
farming section, printed, on March 19, 
1949, an article by the editor, V. J. Dall
man, which read as follows: 

UNDEMOCRATIC BUTTER LOBBY 

The probutter, antioleomargarine pressure 
group is one of the most unorthodox special 
interests that has ever lobbied its will on 
Congress. 

To our knowledge, it is the only group that 
ever succeeded in securing legislation dis
criminating against one food product to the 
advantage of another. Margarine, admittedly 
a perfectly good food, has been singled out 
for punitive legislation as has no other do
mestic food product. 

In a competitive economy based upon free 
enterprise, there is no more reason why butter 
makers should complain that oleo manufac
turers are hurting their business, than for 
the oleo industry to charge the dairymen 
with injurying the margarine trade. 

The butter lobby operates under the front 
of helping the consumers, and trys in every 
way P.ossible to deny the consumers a free 
choice. In the present Congress the butter 
men are attempting to throttle oleo manu
f:::.cturers by passing the Granger bill, which 
would ban the interstate shipment and sale 
of yellow margarine. 

In pressing for adoption of this bill, the 
dairy interests have dropped both their in
sistence on Federal taxes and a Federal ban 
on the manufacture and sale of yellow mar
garine, Instead, they have inserted a bigger 
gimmick. Although the Granger bill would 
repeal the Federal taxes on margarine, no yel
low margarine could be shipped across State 
lines. This violates a cardinal principle upon 
which this country's economic system has 
been built-the free fl.ow of domestic com
merce across State lines. 

The bill would support a principle which 
denies const;.mers the benefits of mass pro
duction that have increased efficiency and 
l_essened costs in industry after industry, in
cluding the margarine industry. 

What would happen, for example, if, by 
Federal law, automobiles could be. sold only 
in the State in which they were manufac
tured? In prohibiting the interstate ship
ment and sale of margarine, the bill is re
turning to a concept which almost wrecked 
this country in the early days of the Articles 
of Confederation, when each State freely 
levied duties and other restrictions upon the 
products of other States. The whole thing is 
slightly preposterous. 

Butter has no GoC;--given rights that de
mand Federal protection. There is no more 
reason why butter be protected against oleo. 
than that olive oil be protected against vege~ 
table oils; or real rubber tires against tires 
of synthetic rubber; or silk dress goods against 
rayon, or both silk and rayon against the· 
newcomer, nylon. The consumers go to the 
grocery store .and buy pure lemon juice or 
artificial lemon extract, as they choose. They. 
buy fresh or condensed milk; coffee or Pos
tum; soap or detergent; egg noodles or maca
roni; cakes fresh from the bakery, or a box 
of cake mix with which to bake their own. 
They know what they are getting and are 
free to choose. Why, in the name of common 
sense, should they not be allowed to choose 
freely between colored margarine and butter, 
without the benefit of any Government regu.:. 
lation? 

Apparently, the only logical answer is, be
cause the butter interests are afraid that if 
given a free choice, a great many of the cus
tomers would buy oleo. 

And, if the people want to buy oleo with
out restrictions, Congress, which is elected to 
represent them, should certainly give the 
people the chance. 

Now, why should the butter interests 
be opposed to the freedom of oleomar
garine? Are they fearful that the sale 
of butter will drop? I firmly believe that 
those people who.use butter will continue 
to use butter as they always have. Just 
the other day Government figures showed 
that Americans are eating more butter 
than oleomargarine. It is another indi
cation of the fact that low prices on but
ter will encourage sales, and ultimately 
bring greater profits. The dairy farmer 
has not suffered and will not suffer be
cause of competition with oleomargarine. 

Let us forget about sanctions which af
fect our tables, and pass legislation which 
wm conform with the objectives of our 
democratic concepts of living. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
5 minutes to the' gentleman from Cali
fornia [Mr. WHITE]. 

Mr. WHITE of California. Mr. Chair
man, I noted with considerable interest 
the remarks of the distinguiShed gentle
man from Missouri and the amusing 
manner in which he put forth his speech. 
I was particularly impressed with the 
remarks he made about the conservation 
of our soil. I know that that idea has 
been kicked around, so to speak, by the 
dairy interests for some time-that is, 
that unless we continue to discriminate 
against yellow oleomargarine we cannot 
maintain the fertility of our soil. As the 
gentleman said, the city of New York 
would go back to the Indians, or some
thing to that effect. 

I am a farmer myself and I keep my 
soil in condition by growing cover crops 
and turning them under. The matter 
of maintaining the soil fertility of this 
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Nation is not at all tied up with the 
dairy industry. It is true that it helps, 
but it certainly is not the only alter
native. 

To bring another point into this mat
ter, we have had in discussion here the 
question of who is in favor of maintain
ing this discrimination against yellow 
oleo and who is not. I have had many 
letters on the subject. The one that 
struck me the most is this little hand
written letter I received from Modesto, 
Calif. It is very· brief and I will read it 
to you. It says: 

DEAR MR. WHITE! I am damned tired of 
mixing color into oleo: Please be governed 
accordingly. 

Yours very truly. 

Let me say to you that there are many 
housewives in this country who reflect 
that sentiment. 

Mr. Chairman, I am a member of the 
subcommittee which held the hearings 
on this bill. I want to say to you that 
we heard many hours of useless testi
mony-testimony that dealt with the 
relative merits of butter and oleomar
garine. Testimony that dealt with 
whether the butter dealers or the oleo 
manufacturers are the big bad barons
testimony that dealt with whether or not 
an unrestricted market on oleomargarine 
would adversely affect the dairy industry. 
And let me say that all such testimony 
ts really incompetent, irrelevant, and im
material, as the lawyers say in court 
cases. To my way of thinking, the ·only 
thing that really counts in this matter 
is this: "ls the housewife entitled to buy 
what she wants or is she not?" 

If she wants to buy imitation pearls, 
she can buy them under the law. If she 
wants to buy an imitation fur coat, she 
can buy it under the law-and if she 
wants to buy vegetable shortening, in 
white color just like real hog lard, she 
can buy that under the law. 

But if her husband happens to be one 
of the millions of Americans whose in
come is so low that she cannot afford to 
buy butter, the proposed Granger bill 
would prevent her from buying the cheap 
but healthy and nutritious oleomargar
ine in the color she desires, unless she 
happens to live in a State which contains 
a manufacturing plant which produces 
yellow-colored oleomargarine. Such 
plants do not exist in 33 of the 48 States 
in this Nation. But even if they did 
exist in every State, it is not just or 
equitable to place a color · prohibition 
against one product in favor of another 
product. 

Much has been said about oleomar
garine being sold as butter through de
ception. Let me assure you, my fellow 
Members, that the distinguished gentle
man from Texas [Mr. POAGE], the author 
of H. R. 3, has leaned over backward to· 
provide positive assurance that every 
ounce of oleo shall be sold only as oleo. 
He has provided in his bill that the pub
lic shall have due notice of individual 
servings of oleo in public eating places. 
There is no chance for deception under 
the Poage bill. I have heard about this 
controversy between butter and oleo for 
many years, but I confess that I had 
never knowingly tasted oleo in my ·life, 
until last we~k. I purposely went to the 

store and bought a package of oleo just 
to satisfy the curiosity which listening 
to the hearings on this matter has en
gendered, and let me say to my friends 
on the butter side. of this controversy, 
that after comparing the taste of oleo
margarine and butter, I cannot under
stand what the butter people are worry
ing about. I say to you, that since there 
are millions of unfortunate American 
families with low incomes, who are not 
able to afford anything but this mediocre 
tasting substitute, for heaven's sake let 
them have it in any color that will make 
it reasonably palatable. 

The most striking testimony we had in 
the hearings on this bill was from a lady 
representing the housewives of America. 
She let us know in unmistakable terms 
that the housewives of America want 
this color restriction on oleo removed. 
And let us not forget, my fellow Mem
bers, that women do about half the vot
ing in this country of ours. . 

So again I urge you, ladies and gentle
men, to vote against the Granger bill and 
for the passage of the Poage bill and give 
fair treatment to the consumers of the 
country. 

To my friends representine dairy in
terests, I wish to say that I have no de
sire to hurt the dairy people and to 
prove this I want to point out that I have 
introduced a bill to support the price of 
dairy products at 90 percent of parity. 
Also, I want to say in closing that I do 
not believe the removal of color restric
tions on oleo will hurt the dairy industry. 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 
minutes to the gentleman from Iowa 
[Mr. HOEVENJ. . . 

Mr. HOEVEN. Mr. Chairman, this is 
supposed to be the administration of the 
little fellows. At least, during the cam
paign last year our Democratic friends 
tried to make some headway by assert
ing that they were the party of the little 
people and that the rest of us were the 
barons of personal privilege. I am quite 
sure that the people of the country are 
rather disillusioned by now about the 
whole situation. Almost the first thing 
the Eighty-first Congress heard upon re
convening last January was a plea· by the 
administration for higher taxes and it 
was frankly stated by the President that, 
in his judgment, everybody earning 
over $6,000 a year should be taxed some 
more. Almost immediately thereafter 
the Congress almost doubled the Presi
dent's salary and expense account, part 
of which was tax exempt. I am sure the 
little fellows of the country are begin
ning to catch on. 

Now bringing the picture up to date, 
approximately 3 months after the con
vening of the Eighty-first Congress we 
find the issue clearly drawn today in the 
fight between 28 oleomargarine manu:.. 
facturers, the monopoly boys, against 
2,500,000 dairy farmers, most of whom 
are really the little fellows in the dairy 
industry today. The country should 
know that once more the administration 
is lined up with the oleomargarine in
terests and seems to be very little con
cerned about the possibility of our dairy 
herds being liquidated and some 10,000,-
000 Americans who are dependent upon 
the dairy industry for a living being put·· 

out of business. The majority leader· 
ship in the House of Representatives, 
speaking and acting for the administra
tion, seems to be determined to do every
thing it can to assist the oleo monopoly, 
well knowing that in so doing it may 
virtually destroy one great segment of 
our agricultural economy-the dairy 
industry. 

Everyone should know that agriculture 
is the Nation's basic industry. The dairy 
industry is a vital part of our agricultural 
economy. The economy of a country like 
this is in some respects comparable to a 
complex living organism. All of the parts 
are closely interrelated. If one part fails 
to function, or functions improperly, the 
entire organism is endangered. We have 
all learned through bitter experience that 
when one important segment of our econ.: 
omy suffers, the entire economy is upset. 
Dairy farmers are not merely the persons 
who supply milk and dairy products to 
people in cities and towns. They also 
form one of the largest groups of cus
tomers for products of. our cities and 
towns, and the farmer's wife is well aware 
of the implications of a smaller milk 
check. Dairy farmers sold about $4,000,· 
000,000 worth of milk and milk products 
in 1947. A great portion of this money 
·was expended for goods produced in 
cities-shoes, clothing, cars, and all the 
numerous items that families require. 
Reductions in the incomes of dairy farm
ers would inevitably be reflected in re
duced purchases of such manufaGtured 
products. 

As previously stated, 10,000,000 Ameri
cans are dependent upon the dairy indus. 
try for a livelihood. They include 2,500,-
000 dairy industry farmers and their 
families, 250,000 dairy industry workers, 
the staffs and employees of 40,000 local 
dairy plants, and the employees of 3,500 
creameries located in every State in the 
Union. These are the little fellows, most 
of them whose income will be reduced if 
the Poage bill is substituted for the 
Granger-Andresen bill or if the restric
tions on the coloring of oleo in imitation 
of butter are removed. By backing the 
Poage bill or the Rivers bill or removing 
the color restriction, a mere 28 oleomar
garine manufacturers seek a monopoly of. 
the spread market at the expense of the 
dairy farmer. Five of these 28 manufac
turers are giant corporations which al
ready control 65 percent of the 906,000,-
000 pounds of oleomargarine produced 
annually in this country. 

In this connection, it is interesting to 
note that not a single representative of 
the oleomargarine-manufacturing in· 
dustry appeared before our committee 
when this legislation was considered. 
Interesting to note also is the fact that 
the oleomargarine side did not present 
a single farmer. The oleomargarine. 
witnesses mainly consisted of Washing. 
ton lobbyists and representatives of con
sumer groups. I do not think that even 
my cottonseed-oil friends from the South 
should be deluded by what the oleo
margarine manufacturers expect to do. 
if ·the Poage substitute or the Rivers 
substitute is adopted. These bills wlll 
not add a single penny now paid to the 
cottonseed farmers for their oil since 
those prices must compete with other 
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yegetable oils in the world!s market. po 
they not know that Procter & Gamble 
and Lever Bros., two gigantic proc
essors of oils for the Nation's 28 oleo 
manufacturers, have access to overseas 
plantations producing coconut, palm, 
and many other oils with the help of 
low-cost native labor? There certainfy 
is no assurance that American oleomar
garine will continue to be made from 
domestic oils, and I venture the predic
tion that when and if tJ.'.i.e oleomargarine 
manufacturers leave the cottonseed-oil 
boys fiat, they will be the first ones to 
ask this Congress to protect their inter
ests. 

I am very much concerned about the 
present decline in our cow population. 
It has declined 2,731,000 head since 1945, 
only a period of 4 years. The decline 
is more serious in the butter-producing 
States. During this 4-year period, there 
has been a percentage decline in cow 
population of 28.4 percent in North Da
kota, 25.3 percent in South Dakota, 16.9 
percent in Iowa, 24.7 percent in Nebras
ka, 22.9 percent in Kansas, and 14.3 per
cent in Minnesota. If the Poage sub
stitute is adopted or the color restriction 
removed, it is my considered judgment 
that the cow population will be further 
reduced, thus aif ecting the economy of 
the entire country. We all know what 
has happened to the sheep population 
during the past few years, and a similar 
liquidation of our dairy herds will very 
likely. occur when the butter market is 
lost to the dairy farmers of America. 
If the unrestricted sale of yellow oleo 
is permitted, yellow oleo will replace but
ter to a volume of as much as 600,000,000 
pounds annually. This increase in yel
low-oleo sales will result in a decrease in 
the price of butter from 25 percent to 
40 percent. Contraction in butter sales 
will cost the American dairy farmers 
$638,000,000 a year. Serious dislocations 
in the markets and prices of other dairy 
products, including fluid milk, will af
fect 40,000 milk-processing plants and 
2,500,000 dairy-farm families in every 
State of the Union. The natural result 
will be the slaughter of an estimated 
2,000,000 head of dairy cattle, which 
certainly will disrupt livestock and meat 
prices and marketing. Dissipation of 
our soil resources will result from dis
couraging dairy farming-the most im
portant contributor to sound soil conser
vation the country has ever known. 
This may all bring about a consequent 
depression in a critically important 
branch of farming which will aifect re
tail sales and the economic life in cities, 
towns, and hamlets in every section of 
America. 

Proponents of the Poage substitute 
and the Rivers bill should be looking fur
ther ahead than the tips of their noses. 
If oleomargarine manufacturers are 
given the unrestricted right to color their 
product yellow in semblance of butter, 
it stands to reason that practically all 
of the white oleomargarine now manu
factured will be colored yellow to imi
tate butter. Hence, the cheaper, uncol
ored form now available at a reasonable 
price to consumers will tend to disap
pear entirely from the market. Do not 
let anybody be deceived. Whenever 
most of the oleo is colored yellow in imi-

tation of butter, its price will increase 
by at least 10 cents a pound and, as a 
consequence, people in the lower-income 
groups will not only be deprived of the 
white oleomargarine spread they can 
now purchase at a reasonable price, but 
will find that such white oleomargarine 
will no longer be available. 

I would like to discuss the real neces
sity of retaining and maintaining the fer
tility of our_ farms by dairy and live
stock farming. Time, however, does not 
permit; but suffice it to say that the more 
imitation butter produced, the less fer
tile the soil. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Iowa has expired. 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield the 
gentleman from Iowa two additional 
minutes. 

Mr. HOEVEN. I am sure the follow
ing table of 1948 comparative monthly 
farm-wage rates between certain dairy 
States and nondairy States will prove 
of interest. This table shows that the 
wage rates, without board, in the dairy 
States far exceeds those in some of the 
Southern States, where there is very lit
tle dairy industry. The table conclu
sively shows that where dairying flour
ishes we have better soil conservation 
and a higher standard of living. 
The monthly farm-wage rates (1948) with-

out board, 
South Carolina ________________________ $58 

Mississippi---------------------------- 62 Alabama______________________________ 63 

<Jeorgia--------------------- ---------- 63 
North Carolina________________________ 84 

Pennsylvania-------------------------- 121 
Illinois------------------------------- 130 
Minnesota_ --------------- ------------ 140 
New 'York----------------------------- 142 Iowa __________________________________ 143 
\Visconsin _____________________________ 147 

In closing, I would like to give you a 
few figures on the State of Iowa. For 
several years the State has ranked second 
in the Nation in the production of butter. 
Cows are milked on 9 out of every 10 
farms. Most of these are family-sized 
dairy farms and a very large percentage 
of the milk on these farms is farm sep
arated. Practically all the farm-sepa
rated cream is churned into creamery 
butter. We have some 400 creameries 
producing butter in the State, most of 
them local cooperatives, made up of the 
little fellows on the farms. These local 
creameries are the backbone of our little 
towns and cities. The regular checks 
which they pay to their hundreds of 
thousands of farmer patrons have meant 
a steady income and a stable bus~ness in 
all of these 400 communities. The mer
chants and professional men in these 
towns well remember the days in the 
early thirties when the dairy farmer's 
checks were mighty small. S01ne of them 
are feeling the pinch today of lower milk 
and cream checks. They would feel the 
pinch severely if and when the dairy 
plants close, and the pinch would soon 
enough be reflected in the bigger cities. 
Dairy products are the third largest 
source of farm income in Iowa. In 1947 
figures show cash receipts for dairy prod
ucts of $177,000,000. Farmers have siz
able investments in cattle, buildings, and 
equipment. Cost of milk-production 
studies show that dairymen generally 

have as much invested in buildings and 
equipment as in their herds. Iowa farm
ers on this basis have a total dairy in
vestment of over $457 ,000,000. 

Over 70 percent of Iowa's milk is sold 
for butter. What metropolitan markets 
can take the fluid milk produced by Iowa 
or our dairy State cows if butter markets 
are changed over to oleo? The milk from 
tens of thousands of farms that now goes 
into butter cannot crowd into the fluid 
markets, and remember this-if there is 
no butter or fluid-milk markets, farmers 
will simply have to sell their herds. 
Creameries will have to close. Bankers, 
barbers, merchants, and mechanics will 
suffer. Yes, the farmers can grow other 
crops but what will happen to the econ
omy of this country if fluid milk disap
pears and th'e butter market is gone? 

Members of Congress who are really 
interested in the welfare of this country 
should think twice before voting for any 
legislation which will drive the dairy in
dustry to the wall. This should not be a 
sectional issue. It is a question of what 
is right and just. Under the provisions 
of the Granger-Andresen bill, all Federal 
taxes are removed. That seems to be the 
thing the consumers of the country were 
most concerned about. A recent survey 
shows that approximately 62 percent of 
the consumers do not care whether oleo
margarine is colored yellow or not. If 
this is true, why the determined effort o! 
28 oleomargarine manufacturers to steal 
the traditional yellow color of butter so 
that they can fool the people, drive but
ter from the market, and eventually de
stroy the dairy industry in this country. 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may desire to the gentle
man from Michigan [Mr. DONDERO]. 

Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Chairman, in 
the last session of Congress I voted to 
retain the Federal tax of 10 cents per 
pound on colored oleomargarine. To 
have voted otherwise, that is to remove 
the tax, would have been of no benefit to 
the people of Michigan. My State, like 
many other States, had a law which pro
hibited both the manufacture and sale of 
colored oleomargarine. 

That law, which had been on the books 
in Michigan since 1892, has been repealed 
by the present Legislature of Michigan, 
now in session. 

The tax on oleomargarine was an issue 
in mv district during the last campaign. 
I told the people that, if Michigan 
changed or repealed the law, permitting 
the sale or manufacture of colored oleo
margarine, I would vote to repeal the 
Federal tax. That promise shall be kept. 
I shall vote for H. R. 2023, which repeals 
such taxes on oleomargarine. 

In the bill, however, is a provision in 
section 2 which I fear will defeat the very 
purpose of the bill. That section pro
vides that the manufacture, transporta
tion, sale, use, or possession of colored 
oleo in interstate commerce is declared 
unlawful. It means that only colored 
oleomargarine manufactured within a 
State could be sold or used. Suppose 
that one ingredient used in the making 
of oleo was -shipped across · State lines. 
The question of interstate commerce 
could arise or the shipment in commerce 
could be interposed, which is declared 
unlawful under this bill. 
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The average American housewife 

wants the privilege of buying oleo with
out mixing or coloring it at home. The 
bill before us, as presently drawn, may 
defeat that very objective. 

'I hope the committee iri charge of this 
legislation will clarify and correct this 
provision of the bill. · 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
5 ·minutes to my distinguished colleague 
from North Carolina [Mr. CHATHAMJ. 

Mr. CHATHAM. Mr. Chairman, in 
speaking in support of the Granger bill, 
I am very sorry it is not stronger. I wish 
I could speak in support of a bill that 
would completely outlaw the sale of any 
substitute for butter colored yellow. I 
have had no butter lobby after me. 

For 30 years I have been trying to help 
the dairy industry in the South. I am 
one who believes that our whole future 
in the South depends oh an increase in 
our livestock population and in a new 
generation of farmers who will know how 
to handle livestock and in a South whose 
agricultural economy will be based on 
livestock, pastures, legumes, and then 
for our cash crops-wheat, tobacco, cot
ton, and peanuts. We have learned in 
the South during the past 25 years that 
we can have 12 months' grazing. We 
have learned that we can grow good pas
tures in the South by the use of limes 
and phosphates. We can grow alfalfa 
now. We have learned to put borax on 
it. And we are building a great dairy 
industry. Our dairy products in North 
Carolina from less than a million doll an 
20 years ago rose to more than $34,000,-
000 in 1946. 

·Mr. Chairman, most of all I want to 
speak on what I think it would have to 
do with the health and the future of our 
southern children. If you will compare 
the children from a d·airy country with 
the children from a country like parts 
of my district, where their only cash 
crops are tobacco and cotton, ·you will 
immediately be struck by the difference. 
We all know that children require milk. 
Butter is a product of milk. Whole milk 
has the butter in it. In spite of the fact 
that margarine may be a wholesome 
article and that it may be revitaminized 
by running it under a blue light and 
irradiating it, I do not believe this pro
posed bill will make children what they 
are in the great dairy countries. 

I spent some time during the war along 
the coast of New GUinea and I saw a 
great deal of copra being dried. I be
lieve that copra goes into Nucoa, one of 
the well-known substitutes for butter. 
If you could see the conditions under 
which copra is dried and handled, if you 
could see the people of New Guinea and 
would see the disease and the size of 
them and the intelligence, and know they 
live off of coconuts mainly, from which 
copra is made and from which coconut 
oil goes into a great many of the substi
tutes; then if you were to look at the 
children of the Scandinavian countries, 
Norway and Sweden, or Holland, and see 
the children from the dairy country, and 
see the children in our own Northwest, 
then go down again into certain tropical 
countries like Africa you would see the 
difference. I have been told by eminent 
scientists that in spit~ of the fact_ they 

have a great deal of disease in Africa 
and bad health and do not live long, 
there is one tribe in the-center of Africa, 
the Massi, who keep and grow cattle and 
who are raised on milk and cheese. I 
think the future of our South is tied up 
in this bill in that every pound of butter 
substitute will be detrimental to the 
future of the dairy industry. 

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. CHATHAM. I yield to the gen
tleman from Texas. 

Mr. POAGE. Does the gentleman 
think that the sale of margarine will 
help the butter business? The history 
of the world is that those nations which 
consume the most margarine also con
sume the most butter. The history of 
the United States is that those States 
which have restrictions against the sale 
of yellow margarine get a less price for 
butter and for their milk and cheese than 
the States that have not those restric
tions. Why does the gentleman assume 
that it will displace butter? 

Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman let me answer that? . 

Mr. CHATHAM. I think I can handle 
that myself-because wherever I have 
seen oleomargarine used, it was used 
in place of butter. To me that is a very 
simple answer and a proper one. If my 
wife buys a pound of oleomargarine she 
lays o.fI of a pound of butter. 

·Mr. POAGE. The gentleman's wife 
can afford to buy butter, but the woman 
who cannot afford to buy butter would 
buy oleomargarine if she is given the 
opportunity. 

Mr. CHATHAM. I do not take too 
much stock in that. 

·Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. CHATHAM. I yield to the gentle
man from Iowa. 

Mr. JENSEN. The reason that man 
can afford to buy butter and that woman 
can afford to buy butter is because this 
Nation is known as a dairy Nation, just 
like the countries that the gentleman has 
just talked about. If in time you destroy 
the dairy industry, you will not be able 
to buy .even oleomargarine that some 
folks would like to have. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from North Carolina has ex
pired. 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. EDWIN ARTHUR HALL]. 

Mr. EDWIN ARTHUR HALL. Mr. 
Chairman, as a Representative of the 
great State of New York on the House 
Committee on Agriculture, I wish to say 
that I am a little irked this afternoon 
hearing so many references of a facetious 
nature regarding my home State. For 
the edification and information of those 
who have been wont to refer to New 
York as a metropolis of houses packed 
closely together, of factories, of smoke
stacks, and so forth, let me say that New 
York State, second only to Wisconsin, 
is the greatest dairy-producing State in 
the country. If the members of the 43 
granges in my district couid hear these 
facetious remarks directed at the most 
genuine farmers in America, I hesitate 
to imagine what they would do. For 

the record, I want ·you to know I am a 
Granger in good standing and have been 
for many years. 

I voted against this bill last year, and 
I was one of the very few Members from 
a dairy district who did vote against it. 
The only issue in my vote against the· 
bill last year was the fact that the tax 
on oleo was an issue. Today with that 
issue removed I am only too happy to 
lentl every ounce of energy at my com
mand to the support of the Granger bill. 
It ought to be passed, in Order to pro
tect the future of the milk and dairy 
industry in this country. In the next 
few months the prognostication I have 
several times made will be borne out be
cause the price of milk is already going 
down, and the threat to every dairyman 
in the country is paramount. They are 
in a precarious position. 

In my district there are 30,000 rural 
mail-box holders, and I recently mailed 
a direct lett er to every dairyman in my 
district telling them of my position in 
this matter. The 30,000 dairy families 
in the Thirty-seventh Congressional Dis
trict of New York are not going to be 
faced with economic disaster if I can 
help it. I am going to vote to protect 
their interests in every way that I pos
sibly can. You can accuse me of being 
sectional if you want to, but if I am 
guilty of that I willingly stand accused, 
because I am voting to protect those 
dairymen in the Northeast. There are 
1,000,000 of them. Nearly one-third of 
the dairy farmers of this country come 
from the Northeast and the New York 
ni.ilkshed. I would consider myself lack
ing in responsibility to the people of my 
section of the country if I were to vote 
against this bill. 

The dairy people of our milkshed 
have the responsibility of supplying the 
populations of the great cities of New 
York, Philadelphia, Pittsburgh, and all 
the up-State New York cities, as well 
as everywhere else in the Northeast 
where dairy products are used. Every 
man, woman, and child has need of them. 
We have the responsibility of supplying 
those people with the necessities of life, 
the staff of life, milk and other dairy 
products. We cannot go back on that 
responsibility, we cannot go back for 
one instant on the responsibility to see 
that they are supplied with those vital 
necessities and foods of life. 

I am not going to challenge the eff ec
tiveness of oleo as a food. The very fact 
that I opposed the ta:xi on oleo last year 
when many others were for it is indica
tion enough that I concede that oleo is 
a food. I am against a tax on any food 
because it is a tax on the poor ItJ.an's 
pocketbook. He cannot possibly afford 
to carry such a tax. 

I am going to leave this thought with -
you. There is a popuiar report running 
throughout the country today that the 
oleo barons are going to grab and absorb 
the difference in the tax on oleo when 
we repeal it today. I hope the country 
will rise up to protest if that ever 
happens. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
4 minutes to the gentleman from Ne
braska [Mr. O'SULLIVAN]. 
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Mr. O'SULLIVAN. Mr. Chairman, it 

is almost impossible to say or to do very 
much in 4 minutes but I shall make a try. 
At the outset, may I say I am in favor 
of the Granger b!.11, and I am in favor of 
it even though I am mindful of the pro
visions in the Democratic platform under 
the subject, Agriculture, the salient parts 
of which are as follows: 

Pledges its efforts to m aintain continued 
farm prosperity. • • • Favors repeal of 
taxes on oleomargarine. 

These two platform planks are incon
sistencies if you pass the Poage bill. You 
cannot work to maintain continued farm 
prosperity if you dish out to the two 
and one-half million dairy farmers what 
is contemplated by the Poage bill. But 
you can adhere to this platform by re
pealing the tax and helping these dairy 
farmers. You do not have to do any 
more than what the platform requires. 
I have always observed that wben people 
try to do more than they are required to 
do-more than they are pledged to do
they always get in trouble. 

I consider that I am a good Democrat 
and I am bound by this Democratic plat
form, but I am not bound by what the 
majority leader or anybody else says be
yond what is contained in that platform. 
We are all out on open, common ground 
'as far as this question is concerned about 
trying to make to oleo an outright gift 
of the color yellow which from the very 
first days of creation belonged to butter. 

A lot has been said about the color 
yellow and it is urged that butter cannot 
appropriate it exclusively. I would like 
to cite something concerning what Lever 
Bros. have accomplished by way of 
appropriating a color-the color red. I 
shall quote from this document prepared 
by the Library of Congress. They are 
talking about Lever Bros.' great lawsuit 
where they sought to appropriate ex
clusively the color red. This document 
states that it is reported in Fortune 
magazine, in the November 1940, edition, 
at page 93, that Lever Bros. had a big 
lawsuit involving Lifebuoy soap, and that 
after about 10 years of legal battles, 
the courts ruled that Lever Bros., and 
Lever Bros. alone, was entitled to make a 
cake of health soap colored red. 

Lever Bros. had the court sustain their 
right to have the only red toilet soap on 
the market. 

I also call your attention to the fact 
that the Yellow Cab companies have the 
sole and only right to use the color yellow 
on their cabs. I had a legal experience 
along that line myself. In that lawsuit 
I thought it was ridiculous for a firm to 
take one of the colors and appropriate 
it exctusively for themselves. By a judg
ment rendered by a court of equity I 
found out that the Yellow Cab Co. has 
the sole right to use the color yellow on 
their cabs. This view was supported by 
dozens of court decisions in the United 
States. 

You know, I am awfully afraid that 
there is a Britisher concealed in this 
legislative woodpile some place. I am 
sure that Lever Bros. has been carefully 
concealed behind all this propaganda for 
oleomargarine. I call your attention to 
the fact that I was flooded with oleo-. 

margarine ·letters from my district. I 
kept the letters and the envelopes and 
compared them. They were all written 
on the same typewriter and had at the 
bottom the same letters of the same 
stenographer. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman has expired. 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield two 
additional minutes to the gentleman. 

Mr. O'SULLIVAN. They all had the 
same watermarks. I sent them all back 
to Omaha, Nebr., and had them checked. 
I found out after a check had been made 
in my district that almost all of them 
were put out by a big national food con
cern, and that they were signed by em
ployees and friends of this big national 
food concern. Of course, I gave that 
story out to the Omaha World-Herald 
and this propaganda was blasted into 
silence. Would you believe it? I never 
received another such letter. These 
trapped propagandists did not even have 
enough sense to do what a bunch of 
criminals would have had sense enough 
to do when a great number of the gang 
are locked up. Everyone knows that for 
purely self-defense reasons all crime 
should not cease, but should continue 
at a greater tempo than before, because, 
if it ceases, then the police would know 
that they had everybody in jail who was 
connected with that particular type of 
crime. These fellows ceased their prop
aganda and I know why they ceased. 
The whole gang had been caught in one 
fell sweep. 

I will not be able to finish these re
marks, but I have taken the time to pre
pare some notes about Lever Bros. and 
Unilever, Ltd., of London, England, and 
practically all of the rest of the world. 
I have set out in these notes the size of 
this gigantic and mysterious concern; 
their terrific sales; how they penetrated 
into the United States and have prac
tically taken over the soap industry; 
how they have recently bought, for $16,-
000,000, Jelke, the largest oleomargarine 
manufacturer in the United States, 
which concern is located in Chicago. I 
call attention also that in Fortune maga
zine of February 1948 it is stated that 
they-Lever Bros., and so forth-only 
intend to take 75 percent of any busi
ness they engage in, when General Mo
tors only intends to take 45 percent of 
the business they engage in. I point out 
further a good many other things which 
will be important reading, perhaps, if 
you are interested in this Lever Bros., 
and so forth, venture, and really want 
to find out what malefactor is hiding in 
this legislative woodpile. 

I then conclude my remarks by pay
ing a personal tribute to Lever Bros. and 
Unilever, Ltd., which I wish you would 
read. It is not original. I just took 
another man's language and applied it 
to the particular case. 

SIZE AND MYSTERY 

The great international vegetable oil 
and oleomargarine cartel of Lever Bros. 
and Unilever, Ltd., is admittedly by far 
the world's greatest producer and dis
tributor of the materials used in oleo
margarine, in soap, and also of the fin
ished product themselves. Very little 
published information is available on the 

scope of the operations of this great car
tel or of its sales and finances. 

A cloud of mystery has shrouded all of 
its operations. What the world does 
know was learned only when some Gov
ernment agency probed into its secrets or 
when a magazine like Fortune runs a 
series of articles as it did in December 
1947 and January and February of 1948. 

Fortune reports the basic reason for 
putting the great British and Belgian oil 
and soap combines together many years 
ago was to form a cartel that could con
trol more than one-third of the entire 
world's output of all fats and oils. 

Since the formation the cartel has 
grown rapidly. Fortune reports in Jan
uary 1949 that Unilever's United Afri
can, Ltd., was the world's largest trading 
enterprise. That company raised 
$6,000,000 worth of vegetable oil in 1946 
alone. 

How many natives employed as labor
ers at slave labor rates produced the veg
etable oil this great British combine sells 
each year is a mystery. Fortune reports 
that the subsidiary operating in the Bel
gian Congo employs 40,000 natives, who 
produce 37,000 tons of palm kernel oil
ideal for oleo-in a single year. 

DOLLAR SALES 

Fortune presents its estimate of Uni
lever sales of oils, fats, and oleo in the 
year 1946, as follows: 
Fats and oils _________________ $382, 262, 000 
Oleo and edible oils___________ 216, 621, 000 
Soap _________________________ 231,000,000 

These huge totals, which were for the 
year 194.6, give no indication as to the far 
larger current sales of this cartel. Yet 
they dwarf the comparable totals for oleo 
producers in this country as far as avail
able information indicates. 
LEVER BROS. PENETRATION IN THE UNITED STATES 

Because Lever Bros. Co. carefully 
cloaks its activities of its oils and oleo 
producing units in this country under 
every legal veil available, it is not possi
ble to show exactly the extent to which 
Lever Bros. has penetrated in the United 
States. 

Fortune reported that Lever's Ameri
can sales in 1946 were 45,000,000 English 
pounds, roughly $200,000,000. Since 1946 
Lever Bros.' sales have grown by leaps 
and bounds. The most significant recent 
development is Lever Bros.' purchase of 
the major American oleo producer, Jelke. 
Jelke's sales are increasing, too, and cur
rent trade reports indicate that this 
Lever Bros. subsidiary is one of the five 
or six largest American producers of oleo. 

At the present time we do not know to 
what extent Lever Bros. may hold in
terest in other oleomargarine concerns 
nor do we know the number of vegetable 
oil processing units it controls directly or 
indirectly in this country. 

S YNTHETIC PROTEINS 

Fortune also reports that Lever Bros., 
growth in recent decades is based on 
"the fact that the cow and pig develop 
vegetable matter into fat inefficiently." 
It reports how Unilever vast research and 
sales resources were mobilized to com
plete its current world :i;nonopoly of oleo 
and then Fortune says Unilever's re
search talents are now concentrating on 
synthetic proteins. 
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As a lifelong friend of the farmer, I re

sent these vast conglomerations of capi
tal and chemistry which undertake to re
mold Nature's handiwork in their own 
synthetic image. If these men have 
their wish, the family-sized farm will be 
doomed as a way of life in this country. 
The self-reliant, self-sufD.cient produc
tion of the American dairy farmer is not 
good enough for these cold-eyed exyerts 
who juggle the markets of whole nations. 
They want to reduce everything to a sys
tem of valves and f au Gets, with only their 
own hands at the controls. 

Their nightmare of a vegetable oil mo
nopoly would wipe out the dairy cow as 
a producer of one-fourth of the food con
sumed annually in this Nation, and sub
stitute soil-eroding cr6ps. If that ever 
came to pass, the result would make the 
dust bowls of the 1930's look like the 
Garden of Eden by comparison. 

Promotion of dairy farming can still 
save our fast-depleting soil resources. 
Every soil ~xpert pleads for more grass, 
more dairying, more manure. 

But the chemists of the oleo trust will 
hasten the wreckage of our land. Not 
only will these cartels and trusts ruin our 
soil-conserving dairy farmers-they will 
foster and encourage the crops that 
work havoc with the land and provoke 
erosion. 

Mr. Chairman, this trend must be 
stopped before it brings to an end a live
stock economy that is one of the proudest 
boasts of American agriculture, and 
tears down a system of food supply that 
has made our people the _ best-fed on 
earth. I, for one, am unwilling to sur
render our centuries of gain for the profit 
of a few men in the financial districts 
of London and New York. The livelihood 
of 2,500,000 dairy farmers and their fam
ilies is more important than the sales 
of 28 oleomargarine manufacturers, 5 of 
whom control nearly two-thirds of the 
total production in this country. 

The bills contrived by the oleo cartel 
and the oleo trust would hit my own 
State of Nebraska a deadly body blow. 
Cows are milked on five out of six Ne
braska farms. Livestock and dairying 
combined rank as our first industry. 

Available reports show that there are 
more than 78,000 farms in Nebraska sell
ing farm separated cream. These farm
ers have a direct cash interest in this leg
islation being considered here today. 
They want the Congress to vote for their 
farms and not for Lever Bros. and the 
great oleo trust in this country. If you 
depress butter prices by selling out to the 
oleo interest, five out of six Nebraska 
farmers will feel it and will tell you about 
it. They receive practically nothing from 
the sale of oleo materials and will not be 
helped if oleo sales trebled and quad
rupled. 

The entire Nation owes our Nebraska 
dairy and livestock farmers a vote of 
gratitude for what they have done to
ward correcting the soil damage of the 
dust-bowl era. Encourage them to con
tinue to protect our soil. Do not force 
them to sell their cattle and go back to 
soil-depleting practices. 

A great man once said: "The ancients 
had a saying that those who cross the 
sea change their sky, but not their mind." 

No man can escape from himself and no 
business can escape from itself. The 
companionship is inseparable. 

It has been said by good authority that 
the Britisher in this political woodpile 
is Lever Bros. and Unilever, Ltd. My 
investigations bear out that statement 
and in conclusion I want to pay my re
spects to·this concern by borrowing some 
of the language of the great Kansas Sena
tor, John J. Ingalls, reapplied by me to 
fit the occasion. This business institu
tion lacks all of the negative virtues of 
barbarism. It is one of the fallen angels 
of big business. To it duplicity is amuse
ment, crowding others out of business a 
recreation, and the bankruptcy of its 
competitors a pastime. They pursue 
from purpose every object that should 
be shunned by instinct. It has the feroc
ity of a wolf, the venom of the adder, and 
the cowardice of a slave. The contem
plation of its business deeds would con
vince the optimist that any system of 
morals would be imperfect that did not 
include a hell of the very largest dimen
sions. Its continued existence is a stand
ing reproach to the New .TestJl.ment, to 
the doctrines of every apostle, to the 
creed of every church, and to the detri
ment of American economy. In the 
business and political pharmacy of 
America it appears that we can find no 
antidote for this deadly poison. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may desire to the gentle
man from Maryland [Mr. FALLON]. 

Mr. FALLON. Mr. Chairman, it is no 
accident that repeal of margarine re
strictions has called forth probably as 
many or more bills in this Congress and 
the last as any other subject. I trust the 
Congress will act now to bring about 
such repeal for the reasons that I shall 
set forth. My aim is the removal of dis
criminatory restrictions on a pure food 
product that has been too long hampered 
by Government edict in the supposed in
terest of another product. 

Last year the sale of yellow margarine 
became legalized in Maryland. In my 
opinion, the action was long overdue; 
but Maryland now has yellow margarine. 
What are the results? None of the dire 
things that some threatened would hap
pen, have happened. Our dairy indus
try is as strong in our agricultural econ
omy as ever. Our housewives are buy
ing butter as freely as they bought it be
fore, and our farmers are selling butter
fat as freely as before. Our consumers 
are using yellow margarine and nothing 
disastrous has happened or is likely to 
happen. But they find they are taxed 
when they buy yellow margarine. They 
find it is not as available at food stores 
as they would expect it to be. And they 
demand that this Federal tax and re
strictions go the way of the old State 
law. 

I also find that 30 States and the Dis
trict of Columbia are in the same spot. 
State after State has been busy in recent 
years repealing and modifying anti
margarine restrictions. This is right 
and proper. It is the exercise of States' 
rights-a most vital and fundamental 
principle in our democracy and constitu
tional government. A majority of States 
has exercised this right in making yellow 

margarine available to their people. Yet, 
gentlemen, it is seriously proposed that 
Congress approve legislation that would 
absolutely prohibit yellow margarine 
everywhere. It is suggested that you 
overrule in the most arrogant way, and 
1n the known interest of a product de
manding special privilege, the freedom 
consumers enjoy in 30 States to choose 
between yellow-colored margarine and 
yellow-colored butter. 

Seriously, can you gentlemen imagine 
the effect if the margarine mixing bowl 
is legislated right on the backs of the 
housewives of those States-not to speak 
of those other States in several of which 
strong movements exist to abolish re
strictions on yellow margarine once and 
for all? I can. I know that in Mary
land the reaction would be instantaneous 
and extreme. 

Actually, it goes much further. The 
housewives in Maryland and in those 
other States that have repealed their 
outworn restrictions on yellow marga·
rine have come right up against the 
present Federal law that taxes and re
stricts this product. Far from antici
pating a return to the mixing bowl, gen
tlemen, these ladies are firmly expecting 
a repeal of the discriminatory taxes in 
the Federal law. In Maryland, for ex
ample, they have thrown out the ban on 
yellow margarine. Since then, they 
have been confronted with the Fed
eral tax of 10 cents a pound on yellow, 
and the attendant restrictions. The re
sult has been very plain. The demand 
for repeal of antimargarine legislation 
has not died down. Decidedly not. It 
has grown and grown. And, gentlemen, 
I can assure you that it will continue to 
flourish and nothing will make it flourish 
more than Federal legislation to outlaw 
yellow margarine. 

The consumers of this great and rich 
country are not fools. They are using 
margarine because they like it and need 
it. They know, better than ever before, 
the real reason why the Federal antimar
garine law still exists. They know that 
the butter interest, and that interest 
alone, has worked and worked to pre
serve this notorious monopoly. The 
testimony presented before the Agricul
ture Committee and this Congress amply 
shows that. I doubt if there is any issue 
of special privilege that is so well known 
to our people today. ·The butter lobby 
is the complaint of everyone who mixes 
coloring into margarine. It is unfortu
nate that the dairy industry has at
tracted such widespread hostility in the 
minds of its customers but the fact is 
undeniable. 

If you will review all that has been 
said on this subject before the Agricul
ture Committee and Congress, it will be 
apparent that no new basic argument 
has been advanced for the retention of 
any restrictions on margarine. The 
same arguments that for years have been 
set forth to keep taxes and restrictions 
are now being turned around to prohibit 
yellow margarine. The case for special 
protection for butter is no better than 
last year or other years, even though that 
case has been presented differently. 

I submit that the real testimony on 
this subject should come not from one 
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certain group or another but from the 
group we are bound to remember. It 
is in the mind of the consumer who walks 
into the store and asks herself: "I can 
buy all food products in the form and 
color I desire them. The food indus
try competes to give me food products• 
as I want them. Why is margarine the 
exception; why must I color my own 
margarine?" She shortly finds, if she 
has not already found, that the com
mercial interest, the but ter interest, has 
sought to deny her yellow margarine. 
When she asks why, she is solemnly told 
that if yellow margarine is not restricted, 
she will be deceived and defrauded. But 
evidence on scores of pages of committee 
testimony refutes this tale. Practically 
all margarine is sold fully packaged and 
labeled-more fully labeled than butter 
in the matter of coloring-over the gro
cery counter. Here is not deception, but 
just plain, normal food sale. A small 
amount of margarine is sold through eat
ing places. 

The basic purpose of restrictions on 
margarine is to deprive. There is a phi
losophy behind the antimargarine argu
ments that is un-American. This is the 
philosophy that one industry is entitled 
to special treatment at the hands of Con
gress to the deprivation of all others and 
all consumers. It has been said fre
quently in the hearings that this is 
purely an economic controversy. This 
is not by any means altogether true, in 
my opinion, although the proposal to ban 
yellow margarine makes it seem so. This 
is a controversy that invokes principle, 
the principle of no special privilege. But 
in another sense, it is truly economic. 
It is a thing that involves not only mar
garine consumers but butter consumers
more often than not, probably the same 
persons. 

It behooves the dairy industry to re
gard consumers as partners, not as a crop 
to be harvested. For whom are we pri
marily speaking? The great dairy cor
porations? The butter lobby? Let us 
here make sure that we do not put our
selves in the unenviable position, in 
which I fear much of the dairy industry 
now stands on account of antimargarine 
activities, of saying to the American 
housewife, "You are a crop to be har
vested by the butter industry." 

Gentlemen, the evidence is before you. 
It is not new. It is a tale twice told; 
we know it well. No real proof has been 
made that the butter industry is entitled 
to restrict margarine. Much real proof 
is available as to the demand for yellow 
margarine. Let us today repeal Federal 
margarine restrictions-it is high time
and go on to the many other things that 
have a valid claim on our time and at
tention. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
4 minutes to the gentleman from 
Washington [Mr. JACKSON]. 

Mr. KEEFE. Mr. Chairman, a point 
of order. I make the point of order 
that there is no quorum present. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will 
count . [After counting.] Seventy-six 
members are present; not a quorum. 

The Clerk will call the roll. 

The Clerk called the roll, and the fol
lowing .Members failed to answer to their 
names: 

[Roll No. 60) 

Bates, Mass. Irving Polk 
Bennett, Fla. Jacobs Poulson 
Bland Jenison Powell 
Bolton, Ohio Jennings Reed, Ill. 
Bosone Judd Regan 
Boykin Kearney Rivers 
Buckley, N. Y. Kearns Sabath 
Bulwinkle Kelley Sheppard 
Burke Keogh Sikes 
Coudert Kirwan Smith, Ohio 
Cox Lesinski Somers 
Dawson Lyle Staggers 
DeGraffenried Lynch Stanley 
Dingell Mcsweeney Stefan 
Durham Macy Stigler 
Fellows Merrow Thomas, N. J. 
Fogarty Morrison Wadsworth 
Gilmer Morton Walsh 
Gossett Murphy Welch, Mo. 
Harris Noland Whitaker 
Hart O'Brien, Mich. White, Idaho 
Hebert Pfeifer, Woodhouse 
Hoffman, Mich. .;roseph L. Woodrufl'. 

Accordingly the Committee rose; and 
the Speaker having resumed the. Chair, 
Mr. WHITTINGTON, Chairman of the Com
mittee of the Whole House on the State 
of the Union, reported that that Commit
tee, having had under consideration the 
bill H. R. 2023, and finding itself with
out a quorum, he had directed the roll to 
be called, when 360 Members responded 
to their names, a quorum, and he sub
mitted herewith the names of the ab
sentees to be spread upon the Journal. 

The Committee resumed its sitting. 
Mr. JACKSON of Washington. Mr. 

Chairman, I favor the Granger bill, H. R. 
2023, repealing the tax and license fees 
on oleomargarine, but prohibiting the 
transportation, manufacture, and sale of 
yellow margarine in interstate commerce. 
I congratulate the gentleman from Utah 
for the fine job that he has done, to
gether with his colleague, the gentleman 
from Minnesota [Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRE
SEN], who is cosponsor of this legislation. 

The State of Washington, during re
cent session of the legislature, enacted al
most identical legislation to that which is 
now before the House, except it was 
limited to intrastate business. The State 
senate unanimously approved the bill, 
and the State house of representatives 
by a vote of 95 to 2. 

The oleomargarine interests have long 
been asking for removal of taxes and 
sales restrictions on their product, which 
they have characterized as discrimina
tory. They have maintained that no 
food product should be taxed, and that 
low-income groups are penalized by such 
taxation. 

Leading dairy and farm organizations 
have freely conceded this point in at 
least three important annual conven
tions, and in literally hundreds of State 
and regional meetings. However, since 
the power to tax is the power to control, 
they have asked that some other regula
tion be applied to prevent widespread 
consumer fraud and deception in the 
passing of colored oleo as butter, at but
ter prices. 

This new dairy policy toward oleomar
garine, freely adopted by thousands of 
dairymen and farmers in local meetings 
and recommended to this Congress by 
the duly elected representatives of the 

organizations involved, calls for a ban on 
the factory-coloration of oleomargarine 
in semblance of butter. This request 
seems completely reasonable to me, and 
I .believe that it should be incorporated 
into any new oleo legislation that is 
passed. 

It is obvious that some means must be 
found to protect both consumer and 
farmer, who would suffer alike from the 
unrestricted sale of yellow oleo. The 
consumer risks the possibility of outright 
fraud from unscrupulous dealers on .the 
one hand, and a further reduction in our 
supplies of milk, meat, and similar dairy 
products, on the other. Both of these 
threats endanger equally the consumer's 
pocketbook and the national welfare. 

The dairy farmer stands to lose, 
through unrestricted sale of yellow oleo, 
certain vital outlets for surplus milk. 
Cows produce more milk in summer than 
in winter, while consumption remains 
about the same. If we are to have year
around supplies of milk, we ate bound to 
have a certain amount of surplus milk 
from time to time. Last year 26.9 per
cent of all milk produced went into but
ter, which is properly called the balance 
wheel of the dairy industry. 

The demands of the oleo interests that 
they be allowed to impair this outlet can 
only be interpreted as another attack 
on small business by big business . . Un
less this Congress is prepared to reverse 
our long traditibn of encouraging small
business men, it cannot logically sponsor 
the subjection of 2,500,000 dairy farm
ers to the selfish aims of a mere 28 oleo
margarine manufacturers. 

Milk is produced on three out of four 
American farms and provides the largest 
single source of cash farm income. The 
dairy industry supplies more than a 
quarter of all food consumed annually 
in this country, and is an important 
mainstay of the family-sized farm in 
every one of our 48 States. 

The oleomargarine industry, on the 
other hand, displays a regrettable tend
ency toward concentration, with 65 per
cent of the business in the hands of only 
five giant corporations. The volume of 
oleo business has almost tripled since 
1941 without the help of proposed legis
lation that would give its monopolistic 
leaders the unrestricted right to imitate 
butter's naturally yellow color. I see no 
need for giving them further advantages 
over the farmer, to whom butter markets 
are an absolute necessity. 

No one wants to deprive consumers of 
oleomargarine, and the bill I favor would 
make it freely available to every house
wife in its most economical, uncolored 
farm. However, oleo should be sold for 
what it is and not in imitation of butter. 
In that way the farmer would be pro
tected against unfair competition from 
a substitute product, and we would con
tinue to enjoy the supplies of milk and 
meat that have made this country the 
best-fed nation on earth. 

Mr. CARROLL. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. JACKSON of Washington. I yield. 
Mr. CARROLL. I notice that H. R. 

2023 has had its declaration of policy 
stricken from it. In that declaration of 
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policy it, in substance, attempts to set 
forth the danger of sending oleomarga
rine in interstate commerce. I wonder 
what comment the gentleman has to 
make about the analogous situation that 
exists with reference to the eighteenth 
amendment to the Constitution. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Washington has expired. 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield the 
gentleman from Washin1ton one addi
tional minute. 

l\fr. CARROLL. The eighteenth 
amendment to the Constitution at
tempted to prohibit the sale and trans
portation of liquor within interstate 
commerce. 

Mr JACKSON of Washington. I 
think. the answer to the gentleman's 
question is that in the case of the eight
eenth amendment the action of the Con
g:ress was directed to intrastate pro~ib~
tions as well as interstate. This is 
limited entirely to interstate commerce, 
and I think it is constitutional. I be
lieve the Congress has the right to pro
hibit transportation in interstate com
merce of colored oleomargarine on the 
basis of fraud and the confusion that 
might exist in the minds of. pro~pecti_ve 
purchasers. I think the leg1s~at1ve his
tory the hearings, and so on; will demon
strate the fact that such is the intent 
of the Congress. It may be helpful to 
have that declaration of policy in the 
act. 

Mr. CARROLL. Does not the gentle
man think the State governments are 
capable of exercising their own police 
power to protect their own citizens? 

Mr. JACKSON of Washington. There 
is no infringement upon the police power 
of the States in this bill. This bill gives 
to the Federal Government a right which 
it always has had, namely, Federal police 
power in the movement of goods in inter
state commerce. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Washington has again 
expired. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
one-half minute to the gentleman from 
Missouri [Mr. JONES]. 

Mr. JONES of Missouri. Mr. Chair
man, since the chairman of the Commit
tee on Agriculture, who favors the re
peal of this unfair and discriminatory 
legislation, restricting the sale of oleo
margarine, in his desire to be .fair, has 
permitted those who are supporting the 
butter lobby to usurp approximately 
three-quarters of the time allowed in 
general debate on this bill, thereby pre
cluding many of us who favor the fair 
and unrestricted sal0 of oleomargarine 
from expressing our views on the :floor, 
I hereby respectfully request permission 
to extend my remarks at this point in 
the RECORD, 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Missouri? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. JONES of Missouri. Mr. Chair

man, for approximately 2% hours I have 
listened to the general debate on the 
bills which seek to eliminate the unfair 
and discriminatory legislation which has 
attempted to prohibit and restrict the 
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sale of one of America's most popular 
nutritious foods. In the debate here this 
afternoon, we have listened to the preju
diced remarks of those who seek to favor 
one or the other of two great industries. 
At the same time we have he:ud little · 
said about the principles involved in this 
legislation, and, in my opinion, too little 
importance has been attached to what I 
believe has been the paramount issue in 
this question. After more than a half 
century the butter lobby, realizing that 
it is fighting a losing battle, has finally 
agreed that all Federal taxes on oleo
margarine should be removed, or more 
correctly stated, the butter lobby is at
tempting to lead the people to believe 
that it favors the elimination of taxes on 
oleomargarine, but at the same time 
would impose even more discriminatory 
legislation prohibiting the sale of yellow 
margarine in approximately two-thirds 
of the States of the Union. 

To me the provisions of the proposed 
Granger-Andresen bill, H. R. 2023, as re
ported from the Committee on Agricul
ture, where the butter lobby apparently 
enjoys a majority with a one-vote mar
gin, is evidence that the butter people 
know when they are licked and are now 
seeking a compromise. 

In. my opinion, the American people, 
particularly the American housewives, 
are not interested in a compromise, and 
I feel that now is the time, and here is 
the place, to settle this issue once and 
for all on a basis that will leave no 
grounds for any misunderstanding. I 
believe that the fallowing editorial taken . 
from the March 8, 1949, issue of the New 
York Times sets forth most clearly the 
issue which is confronting Congress to
day, and for that reason I am including 
the editorial at this time: 

NO MARGARINE COMPROMISE 

Ever since Congress failed last year, in 
the l'Ush of other business and election-year 
politics, to complete action on a repealer 
of taxes on margarine, the butter lobby has 
been busy dreaming up new strategy. Last 
fall it thought of the device of an outright· 
prohibition against the making of yellow 
margarine. To this it has added the churn
ing up of dire threats on what would happen 
if margarine were put on an equal competi
tive basis with butter, free of discriminatory 
taxes. We are told that communism would 
increase in the United States, that farm 
lands would be depleted more rapidly, that 
new dust bowls would be created, that the 
cow population would be decreased. 

It is evident that the butter lobby is fight
ing a losing battle. But it lost that battle 
first on the housewife's market list. Mar
garine has been accepted by the American 
household as an acceptable, nutritious food 
that could be bought at a price considerably 
below that charged for butter. The declin
ing tonnage o.f butter production and the 
increasing tonnage of margarine production 
through the years tell the story. As long as 
the butter producer cannot meet the price 
competition of wholesome margarine, mar
garine will continue to sell in large quan
tity. The heavy discriminatory tax on col
ored margarine has not succeeded in pre
venting the greater use of uncolored mar
garine, and neither will an unf;;tir prohibi
tion against coloring margarine at the plant, 
which the butter lobby now proposes in -a 
compromise last-ditch fight in which they 
have at last conceded failure on the unfair 
tax. 

The public wants its margarine colored 
yellow. The butter producers themselves 
use artificial coloring, at least at certain 
seasons, to make the appearance of their 
product more attractive. The housewife is 
entitled to emancipation from the chore of 
coloring her own margarine in the kitchen. 
Enact whatever law is necessary to protect 
the consumer, in store or restaurant, from 
beine deceived as to what he is buying. If 
the decline of butter consumption affects 
the public welfare through unduly depress
ing the dairy farmer's income, then let us 
attack that problem directly through gen
eral legislation. But let Congress, as a mat
ter of principle, make a clean break from its 
long-time servitude to the butter lobby. 

Why does margarine exist at all? Be
cause it offers a needed food at equal or 
lower cost. That is a fundamental suc
cess principle in our economic system. 
Why has margarine steadily increased in 
consumer favor and become an indis
pensable item of the American diet-de
spite the restrictions the butter industry 
has mistakenly tried to heap on its legiti
mate competitor? Because margarine is 
a pure-food product-economical and 
nutritious. The dairy industry should
take a longer look into its own yard. 
Consumers are doing so-and I may say 
that nothing has so stirred up interest in 
what the dairy industry is about, than the 
mounting demand for repeal of mar
garine restrictions. 

When I was a boy, for example, milk 
was milk-full of rich smooth cream and 
accepted as such. Milk like that seems 
to have disappeared. Instead, your bot
tle of what is called whole milk today 
contains a prearranged and standardized 
amount of cream. You will not find it 
coming very far down the narrow neck of 
that milk bottle. Even certified milk, the 
best grade, requires cream content of 
only 4 percent. In my own State the re
quirements for cream content vary but 
they are not over this figure, yet Missouri 
milk in 1947 contained an average of 4.3 
percent butterfat. 

The name "whole milk" today is a 
legalized, watered-down myth, like the 
legalized myth of nonfat dry-milk solids, 
by which pompous torture of the lan
guage the industry really means dry skim 
milk. Obviously, it is profitable to with
draw part of the cream and put it into 
butter. Obviously, it is even more profit
able if you can vote taxes on butter's 
competitor. It all fits into a pattern 
that, together with the fantastically 
complex system of pricing milk products, 
drives the consumer to an immediate and 
natural conclusion that the dairy indus
try is out to get her and that the well
heeled antimargarine propaganda is a 
concrete demonstration of that fact. 
When she learns that the butter interest 
alone wants margarine prohibited; wheri 
she is solemnly told that butter is some
how the basis for fixing prices on milk 
from which butterfat has been re
moved-she can hardly be blamed for 
finding vigorous fault and it is no wonder 
that dairy-industry leaders are faced 
with probably the worst case of bad in..; 
dustry public relations since the days of 
the trusts. 

It has been interesting to me to note 
what many of the speakers have said with 
reference to maintaining dairy herds to 
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provide the rich, wholesome milk for the 
youth of our Nation. Yet, today we find 
those who control the distribution and 
who fix the price have apparently forgot
ten the basis upon which they base their 
slogan that "milk is a food." They have 
continuously and consistently robbed 
milk of much of its food value in their 
greedy efforts to promote the sale of more 
butter, cheese, ice cream, and other pro~
ucts, and have thereby robbed the publlc 
of what it has a right to expect in whole 
milk. If the dairy industry wants to be 
fair, it will spend more time, effort, and 
money in publicizing the value of and 
encouraging the use of whole milk, and 
refrain from farcing the public to rely on 
skim milk with its low butterfat content. 

It is common knowledge in my State 
and I think the practice is general 
throughout the Nation, that the larger 
d1stributors and processors of milk have 
entered into agreements among them
selves to fix the price of milk, thereby 
robbing not only the consumer but the 
dairy farmer who is dependent upon 
them for an outlet for his product. 

In the consideration of the legislation 
here today, I think Congress should be 
guided not by the claims which have been 
made either l:>y the producers of butter or 
oleomargarine, but should vote for what 
is fair and just which will give the people 
an opportunity to purchase the product 
of their preference at the lowest possible 
price. In adopting the provisions of the 
Poage bill, I think we will go a long way 
in correcting an evil which has existed 
for more than a half century. 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may desire to the gen
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. SMITHJ. 

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair
man I am supporting and will vote for 
the ~o-called Granger-Andresen bill now 
before us. I take this position because 
it will protect the American dairy farmer 
against unfair competition by the oleo
margarine trust. J;f colored oleomar
garine is permitt.ed to be shipped in in
terstate commerce, it is my belief that 
two and one-half million dairy farmers 
will be adversely affected. 

This bill, Mr. Chairman, does three 
things: . First, it removes all Federal 
taxes on oleo; second, it prohibits the 
movement of yellow oleo in interstate 
commerce; third, it permits the States 
to regulate oleo manufacture and sale 
within State borders. 

Mr. Chairman, who appeared as wit
nesses for the great dairy interests of 
this country? I ask that question be
cause we are known by the company we 
keep. But here is the answer to t_he 
question: For the farm.ers-four d~1ry 
farmers, one representative of the da1ry
cattle breeders, the dean of the largest 
agricultural college in Texas, one com
missioner of agriculture, the organized 
dairy cooperatives, and all branches of 
milk-producer groups. Who appeared 
for the oleo group? No farmers testi
fied and not a single representative -of 
the oleomargarine industry. Further, 
not a single representative of the cotton
seed-farming industry nor the vegetable
oil-processing industry. 

It is my belief and my conviction, Mr. 
Chairman, that the dairy farmer is en
titled to )lave his product-yellow but-

ter-protected against yellow-colored 
oleo, which is colored to imitate butter. 

The argument has been made the 
Poage bill protects against abuses that 
arise when unscrupulous merchants or 
restaurants sell oleo for butter. This is 
only a fond hope. Fraud and butter · 
bootlegging occur in many States 
where the law prohibits such practice, 
but the evil continues at the expense of 
the housewife and those who eat in res
taurants and hotels. Now the provision 
in the Poage bill which is designed to 
stop fraud will be no more effective than 
State laws that contain the same kind 
of prohibitions. The public will still be 
fooled under the Poage proposal. 

Mr. Chairman, there has been no 
statement that I recall which gives us 
the facts on the cost of policing the pro
hibition against fraudulent sales of oleo. 
Obviously it will cost the taxpayers mil
lions of dollars and there is considerable 
doubt that effective policing can be made 
all over this country. 

I have the feeling, Mr. Chairman, the 
consuming public wants taxes removed. 
This is accomplished und~r the Granger 
bill. However, the public should under
stand that it may save some money in 
taxes, yet in the long run it may pay in
creased prices for fluid milk, meat leath
er, and many other family necessities 
that come from slaughtered dairy cattle. 
Dairy experts tell us that 25 percent of all 
milk that is produced goes into butter. If 
the farmer loses his butter market he will 
liquidate his dairy herd and when the 
supply of milk is thus reduced prices will 
rise; and so with the price of meat and 
leather. 

Soil conservation is another important 
element to consider in this connection. 
The dairy farmer is constantly rebuild
ing the soil on his farm and he can do 
so when he has a fine herd of cattle. 
Today our Government is spending mil
lions and millions of dollars on a soil
conservation program, so we recognize 
that this is a vital necessity if we are to 
have adequate supplies of food and fibers. 
We may rue the day when the dairy 
farmer loses his butter market to the 
Oleomargarine Trust because a few cents 
saved now may mean the loss of many 
dollars later on for farmers and the city 
people. 

Milo K. Swanton, Madison, executive 
director of the Wisconsin Council of 
Agriculture, declared last month: 

We in the business know that every dairy 
market and every product depends to a 
marked degree on how much butter is sold. 
When the substitute manufacturers, through 
a skillful campaign, increased the per capita 
consumption of oleomargarine from 2.4 to 
7 pounds per capita, it meant the loss to the 
butter market of 700,000,000 pounds a year. 

Unless the dairyman can protect the his
toric badge of .yellow color for his product 
against the fraud of vegetable oil being sold 
with the dairy trade-mark, then we open the 
door all the way along the line for the sale 
of substitutes. And there goes the whole 
dairy market and the economic welfare of 
the dairy States. -

He might well have said, "and the 
economic welfare of Rock, Green, Wal
worth, Racine, and Kenosha Counties"
all in my district, the First Congressional 
District of Wisconsin. 

Mr. Chairman, the Granger bill should 
be passed and the Poage bill defeated for 
the reasons set forth above. The dairy 
farmer is entitled to all the protection 
this Congress can give him. Let us make 
the Granger bill the law of the land as a 
testimonial to the farmer -who works with 
his herds from before sunup and long 
after sundown for 365 days of every year. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman from North Carolina 
yield for a consent request? 

Mr. COOLIDY. I yield. 
Mr. ABERNETHY. Mr. Chairman, I 

ask unanimous consent to revise and ex
tend the remarks I made earlier today. 

The CHAffiMAN. Is there objection 
to. the request of the gentleman from 
Mississippi? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

2 minutes to the gentleman from Ten
nessee [Mr. SUTTON]. 

Mr. SUTTON. Mr. Chairman, I per
sonally would like to support the Granger 
bill for I have many dairy people in my 
district, and there are many dairy peo
ple in the State of Tennessee; but I do 
not feel that the Granger bill protects 
the dairyman at all, nor do I feel that 
the Granger bill protects the housewife 
at all. 

Should this bill be amended on the floor 
whereby it will protect the dairyman 
and the housewife from fraud then I 
will support it 100 percent. In its present 
form I feel that it protects neither the 
housewife nor the dairyman. I hope the 
House will correct the evils of this bill, 
so that the dairyman, housewife, and the 
American people will be protected and in 

. so doing I believe we could have a bill 
that we would be proud to present to 
our peoples. 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from North 
Dakota [Mr. BURDICK]. 

Mr. BURDICK. Mr. Chairman, I 
think the situation in the House this 
afternoon must be mighty interesting to 
the industrialists of the country and the 
world: To see the farmers of one section 
of the country fighting the farmers of 
the other section of the country. 

Mr. Chairman, I am opposed to any 
tax on food. That is the reason I have 
never yet in my life either in the legisla-

. ture or in this Congress voted for a sales 
tax; unless I have some further light that 
I do not have now, I never will. I want 
the women of America to buy this oleo
margarine as cheaply as they can get it, 
but under the provisions of the Poage 
bill and that of other gentlemen in the 
South who are interested in their prod
ucts, it seems to me that you are pre
venting the housewives of America from 
buying this oleomargarine at the right 
price, because all it will do will be to bring 
profits into the hands of those who man
ufacture oleo. Just the moment they 
color it and send it out through interstate 
commerce into -the various States of the 
Union the price of that stuff, experience 
shows, goes up from what it is actually 
worth by as much as 20 cents a pound, 
and these housewives will have to pay 
too much for oleo merely because it is 
colored. I wonder what they want to 
color it for anyway. It is the sam~ thing, 
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is it not, whether it is colored or uncol
ored? All of which makes me think of a 
partner I had in the law business at one 
time. He was a Democrat, and he was 
Governor of a Republican State for three 
terms in succession; he was a great man; 
he was Treasurer of the United States. 
He was not particular about anything, 
but his wife was fastidious. She said to 
him one day: "John, the fellow that 
brings that milk is bringing us dirty 
milk.'' "Well," John said, "that is all 
right; we have got to eat so much dirt 
anyhow in our lifetime." She kept dig
ging after him until finally he got 
aroused. Mrs. Burke saw the milkman 
coming and she said: "John, tell him 
about that dirty milk." So John met him 
at the door and he said: "I don't want to 
make you feel bad or discourage you in 
your business, but if you bring the milk 
in one pail and the cow manure in the 
other we will mix it ourselves." 

It seems to me that if the housewives 
can buy this oleo, take it home and mix 
it with yellow coloring matter they will 
get a cheap product in more ways than 
one. 

I am willing to follow the advice of 
some of the good Democrats in this 
House. Just because you voted against 
me two or three times the other day does 
not change me from making the state
ment that there are some great Demo
crats left in this House. I am willing to 
follow the advice of the gentleman from 
Utah [Mr. GRANGER], the gentleman from 
Missouri [Mr. CHRISTOPHER], the gentle
man from North Carolina [Mr. CHAT
H AM], and the gentleman from Nebraska 
[Mr. O'SULLIVAN]. It seems to me they 
have made a better argument on this bill 
than I could make. 

In North Dakota we are receiving the 
full blast of what you are doing in sub
stituting this material, as our dairy herds 
shrunk 28 percent in the last 2 years. 
You are selling a substitute. It is the 
purpose of the manufacturers to sell a 
substitute that will take the place of but
ter. They intend to capture the butter 
market by selling a substitute. If I am 
in this Congress· next time-I do not 
think I will be because I am going to run 
for the Bureau of the Budget so I can 
control the Congress. 

It seems to me if the Congress passes 
the Poage bill it will simply put in the 
hands of the manufacturers of this ma
terial a chance to make huge profits off 
the housewives of this country. In the 
Granger bill they cannot ship that stuff 
out mixed. They have to ship it out raw, 
just the way it is. You know people like 
to be fooled and I think that will fool 
a lot of them. It looks like butter, it 
tastes like butter, and you say it is better 
than butter. 

If I am here 2 years from now, do you 
know what we will be doing? We will be 
passing a law to substitute synthetic milk 
for the real thing. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from North Dakota has ex
pired. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
4 minutes to the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. DAVIES]. 

Mr. DAVIES of New York. Mr. Chair
man, I would like to make one observa
tion here this afternoon. It seems t~ m~ 

we often forget very soon things that 
have happened in the immediate past. 
It is only about a year ago or less than 
a year ago when things were not going 
so well in Democratic circles. Things 
looked pretty bad for all of us. In fact, 
they looked so bad that the Democrats 
were handing out congressional nomina
tions to political accidents like myself. 
It was at that low point that we had our 
convention in Philadelphia, at which the 
President made a speech. In that speech 
he said that if the farmers did not vote 
the Democratic ticket they would be the 
most ungrateful people in America. I 

. think they proved their gratefulness be
cause by th~ thousands they voted for 
the Democrats-Democrats like myself 
and Democrats in the Midwest. If we 
do not support the Granger bill, if we 
let these people down, we will be the most 
ungrateful political party in America. I 
do not want any part of it. 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
10 minutes to the gentleman from New 
Hampshire [Mr. COTTON]. 

Mr. COTTON. Mr. Chairman, as a 
member of the Committee on Agricul
ture, representing one of the northeast
ern dairy States, it became necessary 
for me, reluctant though I was to do it~ 
to differ with my colleagues from other 
dairy States and to support in that 
committee, as I now support on this 
floor, the Poage bill rather than the 
Granger bill. 

Mr. REDDEN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. COTTON. I yield to the gentle
man from North Carolina. 

Mr. REDDEN. The gentleman's State 
is not affected by this bill or the Granger 
bill or the Poage bill, is it? 

Mr. COTTON. I say that every State 
is affected by these bills, and I will 
demonstrate to the gentleman in a very 
few moments that my State is vitally 
affected by the Granger bill and would 
be by the Poage bill. 
- Let us r.eturn, first, to the crux of this 
situation. As has been said by the dis
tinguished chairman of the committee, 
you have before you three propositions: 
You have the Granger bill; you have the 
proposition which may be made that we 
simply repeal the tax; and you have the 
Poage bill. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, the Granger bill, 
of course, repeals the tax. The Granger 
bill is either a ban on yellow oleo or else 
it is not, and all this argument and talk 
about amendments that have been adopt .. 
ed and amendments that may be adopt
ed comes down to one proposition, that 
if the Granger bill does not either pre
vent or make it exceedingly difficult to 
get yellow oleo in those States where 
people want it and the legislatures le
galize it, then it certainly is no defense 
for the farmer, · and if it does mean any
thing it means a ban on yellow oleo. 
That is indicated in the language on 
the third page of the Granger bill, and 
whatever may be the situation in some 
States, the State that I represent, which 
has no manufacturers of oleo and which, 
because of the fact that it is small and 
has not a large population, would prob
ably never be able to support a manu
facturing establishment for margarin~ 

is, to all intents and purposes, banned 
by the Granger bill. 

Mr. Chairman, knowing that the Leg
islature of the State of New Hampshire 
within a few days or weeks from now will 
vote on whether or not they will repeal 
the present State law which for bids 
colored margarine within that State, I 
could not in the committee or in this 
body cast my vote for a bill which says 
to my State and to its legislature, "No 
matter what you do, no matter how you 
vote, we override you, and you cannot 
have it." That is why I cannot support 
the Granger bill. That is one reason. I 
cannot support now, and I did not sup
port 2 years ago, a proposition that 
would simply repeal the tax, because it 
is my belief that having for a period of 
60 years maintained this tax on colored 
margarine-and I agree with everyone 
else that it is an unsound and improper 
approach to the problem, but it was 
adopted by Congress and maintained by 
Congress-and Congress recognized that 
the dairy farmers· of this country are en
titled to certain protection, and that 
their contribution both to the soil and 
to the country's economy is of sufficient 
importance to entitle them to considera
tion. I believe that when that tax is re
pealed, the dairy farmer is entitled to 
have some protection thrown around 
him to take the place of the tax. I do 
support the Poage bill. I support it be
cause I think it is the fairest proposition 
that has been presented in this Con
gress for the consumer, the public, and 
the farmer. I believe it is fair because, 
first, it repeals the tax, and second, it 
endeavors insofar as it is possible, to 
differentiate and distinguish yellow 
margarine served in public places. I 
cannot believe there is any great problem 
involved when the housewife goes to the 
store and buys a package of margarine to 
take home to use in her family. She can 
read printed on the package exactly 
what is in it. But nearly 40 percent of 
the meals in this country are consumed 
in public eating places. I believe that 
the dairy farmer has a right, Mr. Chair
man, just as the manufacturer of tires 
has a right, to have his product distin
guished. I believe the dairy farmer has 
the right to have his product distin
guished and have us see to it that, when 
people go into a public eating place and a 
yellow spread is put upon the table, those 
who want butter and are willing to pay, 
for it, and who constitute the market for 
the dairy farmers of this country, shall 
receive it. The Poage bill not only pro
vides for a sign, and that, of course, 
might be put up behind a hatrack or 
somebody's coat, but it provides that 
every serving put on the table shall be 
either on a pastboard plate that bears 

· the printing "oleomargarine" or shall be 
~ccompanied by a card that says it is 
oleomargarine. I believe that is a fair 
and just protection for the farmers. 

If we are going to end this contro-
•Versy which has been going on so long, 
if we are going to settle it we have to 
settle it right, and we have to settle it 
in fairness to all parties. It is for the 
advantage of the consumer and the 
farmer alike that it shall be so settled. 

Do you realize, Mr. Chairman, that 
l!Othing has advertised oleo so I_l!_Uch and 
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hurt butter so much as this constant 
controversy? Oleo has been made a . 
martyr of, and they have had free more 
advertising from these struggles in Con- · 
gress and in the various State legislatures 
than could be bought by all the money 
they have spent and are spending for 
advertising. 

So I suggest that for the advantage of 
the people and the farmer alike we re
linquish the tax, we protect and dis
tinguish the product, and, in addition, 
we protect the rights of the States. The 
Granger bill says to the States, "Even if 
you want oleo you cannot have it." The 
Poage bill does not say to any State, "You 
must have it." It still is within their 
power to say whether or not they shall 
have it. 

Mr. CORBETT. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. COTTON. I yield to the gentle
man from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. CORBETT. I should like to ask 
the gentleman this, because I think it 
needs to be emphasized.· In my State we 
expect a vote next week on whether or 
not to lift the prohibition on margarine. 
As the gentleman has said, the Granger 
bill would prohibit the State of Penn
sylvania from deciding that question. 
Is not that correct? 

Mr .. COTTON. I will answer that in 
this way. I recognize it is the sincere 
claim of the proponents of the Granger 
bill that a factory in Pennsylvania can 
manufacture and sell to the people of 
Pennsylvania yellow margarine, but let 
me remind you of this: On page 3 of the 
bill, near the bottom of the page, re
f erring to interstate commerce, appears . 
the language that commerce "includes 
the possession, transportation, serving, or 
sale <whether or not the first sale) of 
articles within a State." 

Furthermore, when you r~alize that 
the Supreme Court of the United States 
has repeatedly ..;Xtended interstate com
merce until it includes almost every kind 
of business, until the man who repairs 
an elevator in a building where an office 
is occupied by a firm in interstate com
merce is himself in interstate commerce, 
. and a lighthouse that throws its rays 
across a State line, even though it buys 
its electricity within the State, is in 
interstate commerce, then you can 
understand why I do not trust this inter
state-commerce clause. i believe the 
Granger bill will only bring confusion. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. COTTON. I yield to the gentle
man from Minnesota. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. The 
gentleman was probably absent when it 
was said, and I stated it, that amend
ments would be offered to clarify that 
commerce section so there would not be 
any question about it. I am sure he feels 
I will offer that amendment. 

Mr. COTTON. I appreciate that 
statement. I know that the gentleman 
from Minnesota, with his knowledge of • 
the subject and ability, will do his best 
in that line. 

However, this bill, when it is com
pleted, will be either a ban on oleo or not. 
If it is not, it does not give the farmer 
the protection the Poage bill gives. If it 

is a ban, you can amend it all- you want 
to, it is still a ban. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Of 
course, it is a protection for the farmer 
because it stops the interstate shipment 
of yellow oleo. 

It is not as much protection as I would 
like to have for the farmer. It does stop 
the shipment in interstate commerce and 
leaves it to the respective States to decide 
what they want to do in the sale of Yel
low oleo, within the State. 

Mr. COTTON. I thank the gentleman 
for his statement. 

Once more, as in other years, we in 
Congress are receiving floods of tele
grams and letters calling upon us to 
stand by the farmer or to fight for 
the consumer. Both are injured by 
this conflict, which will continue as long 
as discriminatory laws exist. Both will 
benefit when butter and margarine, 
clearly labeled and identified in the
package and on the table, receive equal 
treatment by law. 

I believe that most dairy farmers as 
well as most consumers want only what 
is fair and just. I believe the Poage bill 
is fair to both, and that is why I am 
for it. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of · the 
gentleman has expired. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself 1 minute to state that even if 
the Granger bill is amended so as to 
make it apply definitely and only to in
terstate commerce, we surrender oleo 
into the care and keeping of the several 
States, and deprive it of the protection 
that is now afforded by the Food and 
Drug Administration. Under such cir
cumstances yellow oleo once within the 
borders of a sovereign State could be sold 
as butter and frauds without end could 
be perpetrated on an unsuspecting pub
lic. That is the reason the gentleman 
who has just spoken has emphasized the 
fact that the Granger bill does not afford 
any protection against possible fraud. 
The cry of the butter industry from the. 
beginning of this fight until the present 
time has been that they were anxious to 
protect the housewife and the American 
citizens from fraud . 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr-. COOLEY. I yield. · · 
Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. The 

gentleman who is addressing you feels 
that the States can, by their State legis
latures and State laws, properly enforce 
the law within the State. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time· of the 
gentleman has expired. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
4 minutes to the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. COMBS]. . 

Mr. COMBS. Mr. Chairman, both 
sides of the question on these two bills 
have been discussed rather thoroughly 
on the floor. I wish to take this oppor
tunity to explain my position. During 
the last Congress when the so-called 
Rivers bill was before us, I opposed it. 
I opposed it because it offered no protec
tion to the American people in the way 
of identifying what they were eating at 
their table and in the public eating 
places of the country, or what ·they were 
buying in the stores. Colored oleo could 

have been sold for butter, and so served 
in restaurants. · 

I offered an amendment at that time 
which would have taken off every penny 
of tax, but which would have required 
the product to be identified all the way 
down the line; in grocery stores and on 
the tables in public eating places. The 
Poage bill does that. If the Rivers bill 
were here now, I would oppose it. But I 
find myself deserted by the people of the 
dairy States in going over to the Granger 
bill which would prohibit the shipment 
of colored oleomargarine in interstate 
commerce. But it would permit the 
manufacture, sale, and serving of colored 
oleomargarine within the State without 
requiring any mark of identification 
whatever. 

In my judgment, the Granger bill, in
stead of protecting the Ame·rican house
wife and the American dairyman, would 
legalize fraud and encourage oleo ·boot
legging all over the Nation. · As between 
the two bills I shall support the Poage 
bill, because it requires the colored prod
uct to be identified all the way down the 
line. It leaves the States free to take 
care of the situation within the State, 
which is proper. Any State can regu
late the manufacture, sale, and serving 
of oleo within t.he State or prohibit it 
altogether, and the Poage bill removes all 
taxes on oleo and oleo dealers just as 
does the Granger . bill. 

So as between the two, it is the better 
of the two bills. 

I want to add this. This is not the 
last time we will be considering questions 
of this kind, because these modern-age 
scientists are making all kinds of syn
thetic food products. They say they 
can make beef steak out of sawdust. 
Down my way they are learning how to 
make sirup out of sawdust. They want 
to use it in ·making cattle feed the same 
as blackstrap molasses 1s used. The only 
trouble is that sawdust sirup kills the 
·cow. · 

As far as I am personally concerned, 
I will not eat oleomargarine if I know it, 
and I have a right to know what I am 
eating. The Granger bill gives me no 
such protection. ·I want butter, as far 
as I am concerned, and I want other 
natural food products, too. 

A hearing was held here in Washing
ton a week or two ago where some wise 
guy wanted permission to substitute a 
chemical for shortening in baking bread. 
The Germans used a lot of ersatz, and 
t.he children of Germany suffered on ac
count of it. Now they are treating the 
German children for ailments caused by 
the use of ersatz. We are going to be 
facing that problem in the future. 

During the last Congress when the 
Rivers oleo bill was under consideration 
and I was opposing it because it offered 
no protection to the dairymen or to the 
public by requiring id1mtification of 
colored oleo, our friends from the dairy
States here in Congress agreed with me 
and most of them I think supported the 
amendment I offered. My amendment 
would have removed the taxes but would 
have required identification of colored 
oleomargarine just as the Poage · bill 
does. I am sorry to note that you fel
lows from the dairy States, who agreed 
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with me then in the necessity -of -pro
tecting a natural product of the farm, 
butter, by assuring it fair competition 
with a synthetic product have abandoned 
that position and lined up behind the 
Granger bill which would bar interstate 
shipment of colored oleomargarine. 
There is nothing deleterious about oleo, 
though I do not want to eat it. It is a 
wholesome food and there are those who 
do want it and I want them to have it 
as cheaply as they can get it. I simply 
want to keep the American people free 
to choose and to eat what they want to 
eat. Let the butter people advertise their 
product as nature's own. Millions of 
American people pref er it and will buy 
it and use it. I am not afraid of oleo 
competition for the dairy interests of my 
district and my State if we shall insure 
by law that they will not be undermined 
by a synthetic product through decep
tion and the fraudulent sale of an imi
tation product. 

Civilized people everywhere have been 
eating butter since the day when the 
promised land was described as a land 
"flowing with milk and honey." People 
are not likely to abandon the habit of 
eating this wholesome food in exchange 
for an ersatz product. Let us keep the 
competition between oleo and butter fair 
and open as the Poage bill does and let 
the American people take their choice. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Texas has expired. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
5 minutes to the gentleman from Min
nesota [Mr. MARSHALL]. 

Mr. MARSHALL. Mr. Chairman, I 
am going to take a few minutes this 
afternoon to review a little past history. 
I am a freshman Congressman. I am 
here for the first term. I do not know 
all the ins and outs of Congress. How
ever, back where I come . from and in 
the Midwest we have learned to appre
ciate what our friends in labor have done 
for us in an agricultural way. 

There are a great many farmers in 
the Midwest who realize that they would 
not have had agricultural legislation 
which has been placed upon our statute 
books, and which has been good, had it 
not been for the support that the repre
sentatives of labor have given. I re
member well during November how the 
farmers in the Midwest responded, and 
how the radio commentators said,"When 
the farm vote comes in, it is going to 
change the tide." The farm vote came 
in. The farm vote came in from the 
Midwest, and because that farm vote 
came in from the Midwest, the Nation 
took on a new lease on life. I was not 
here very long before I began to realize 
that some farmers in the United States 
did not have that appreciation for what 
the friends of labor had done for the 
farmers of the United States. I rather 
regretted the remarks of our very able 
majority leader recently when he said 
the farmers do not support legislation 
which the people in labor want. I wish 
to inform the majority leader, and 
others who may be interested, that the 
people here who are supporting the 
Granger amendment went right down 
the road with you 100 percent in sup
porting the kind of legislation which you 
wanted. · 

· I could not help but notice that the· 
fine gentleman who is the author of the 
bill being proposed to be placed on the 
statute books instead of the Granger 
bill seemed to be spending his time walk
ing across the aisle, trying to make what 
appeared to me to be some sort of com
promise. We are interested in legisla
tion affecting the farmer. The farmers 
in the Midwest are looking to this Con
gress for legislation, for agricultural leg
islation, for legislation which should be 
placed on the statute books that will 
provide the security in farm prices that 
they need and that they are expecting 
of this Congress. They did not like the 
uncertainty of the farm legislation that 
the Eightieth Congress placed on the 
statute books. They also do not expect 
to go along with a temporary extension of 
price support; they want an agricultural 
program that is a basic program, with 
some degree of security, one that they 
know contains some of the things that 
will stay; they do not expect Congress 
to make changes each year it meets. 

The people of this country expect to 
have programs placed on the statute 
books that will take care of our health 
needs, our educational needs, our social
security needs; and they expect to have 
placed upon these statute books pro
grams which will maintain our national 
revenue, our national income, that will 
give jobs to the workers in this country, 
and will provide a market for agricul
tural products in this country. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Minnesota has expired. 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Penn
sylvania [Mr. CORBETT]. 

Mr. CORBETT. Mr. Chairman, after 
long years of debate on the subject of 
margarine and butter, and after the long 
hours of debate in the committee and 
on the floor of this House which is now 
coming to a conclusion, I believe there 
are certain clarifications which can be 
made which will end anything in the way 
of confusion that may becloud the minds 
and decisions of some of the Members. 
If we look back just a little way in our 
history we will recall very well the days 
when nothing about margarine was all 
right; it was not a flt product for the 
American table. Gradually that argu
ment was abandoned. Then it became 
a product which was discriminated 
against by means of excessive taxation. 
As we come here today we find the op
Ponents of margarine willing to abandon 
that position. We find them willing to 
abandon every position except that they 
oppose the use of the color yellow in 
margarine. 

Mr. Chairman, there must be some 
compelling reasons why as the years have 
gone by that the dairy interests have re
treated from one position to another. I 
believe those reasons can be narrowed 
down to two: First, in a free economy 
such as ours it is simply not right that 
any industry be able to handicap an
other American industry. That truth 
simply cannot be hammered down. Sec
ondly, there . is another fundamental 
truth which has gradually beaten back 
the opponents of the free sale of mar
garine, and that is that the American 
consumer has t_!l~ right to go into the 

open market· and purchase what he 
pleases with his own money. Mr. Chafr
man, these two points wUI continue to be 
the effective weapons by which the Amer
ican people and a legitimate American 
enterprise will some day, and I hope 
within the next few weeks, achieve the 
right of every other American industry 
to do its business in a normal way free 
from handicaps imposed by any ·special 
interests. 

Now, then, various minor arguments 
have come into this debate. There was 
the argument regarding protection from 
fraud, which I believe the Poage bill 
satisfactorily meets. There was the ar
gument regarding the general economy, 
the argument regarding what is going 
to happen to the price of margarine, the 
latter leaving me under the impression 
that there is no law of supply and de
mand any more; at least not so far as 
this controversy is concerned. Mr. 
Chairman, the price of margarine will 
be determined as it always has been de
termined by the number of customers 
desiring the product and the supply of 
it available. 

The matter of the health of our chil
dren has been brought up. Let me say 
that in recent years of our history there 
has never been margarine enough and 
butter enough produced to provide an 
adequate supply of fats and oils for the 
people of the United States. According 
to the United States Bureau of Health, 
we have never had in the combined pro
duction of both products an amount 
which they recommend for public health. 
Very frankly, I believe there is plenty of 
room in the American economy for both 
of these products. In my opinion, the 
American consumer should haye the 
right to buy what he pleases and I be
lieve the American enterpriser, who is 
just as much a taxpayer as anybody 
else, should have the right to produce.and 
market his product in the free American 
way. 

Mr. Chairman, I hope, therefore, that 
the Poage bill will be passed by this 
House and by the Senate so that we may 
have an end to this controversy and an 
end to this un-American handicap to an 
American business. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. CORBETT. I yield to the gentle
man from North Carolina. 

Mr. COOLEY. The gentleman is fa
miliar with the Poage bill. May I ask 
the gentleman if he does not think the 
Poage bill contains just about every con
ceivable protection against possible 
fraud? 

Mr. CORBETT. I honestly believe the 
provisions to protect the consumers and 
the producers of butter are too severe if 
anything. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania has ex
pired. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
5 minutes to the gentleman from Minne
sota [Mr. WIER]. 

Mr. WIER. Mr. Chairm::m, for further 
identification, and due to the fact that 
there has been some statement made on 
this ftoor regarding the position of labor, -
I might make known the fact that for the 
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past 25 years I have been identified offi- · 
cially with the American Federation of 
Labor in the city of Minneapolis. I have 
had a close relationship in my position 
in the labor movement with the very es
sential industry of agriculture and dairy
ing. So I want to say that the oleo in-

. terests are wrong in believing that they 
have the labor vote in their pockets. 

Mr. Chairman, their demand that they 
be given the unrestricted right to color 
oleo yellow in imitation of butter threat
ens the jobs of 10,000,000 Americans who 
depend upon the dairy industry for a 
living, . 

Labor has nothing to gain from such -
people and everything to lose. In the 
dairy industry labor is thoroughly organ
ized. Union wage earners include the 
employees of 3,500 local creameries· and 
40,000 plants turning out additional dairy 
products in every one of our· 48 States. 
For example, the dairy industry is the 
largest single user of motor trucks in .the 
world. Their drivers have a direct inter
est in the outcome of the butter-oleo con
troversy, but automotive workers also 
have jobs at stake. So have the thou
sands of employees of the dairy supply 
and equipment companies. 

By comparison only a handful of work
ers are employed by the 28 oleo manu
facturers in this country. Five of these 
corporations control 65 percent of the . 
oleo business. 

It is only common sense for unions to 
oppose anything that will dislocate the 
dairy industry, because once such dislo
cation starts it can reach into the pocket 
of every wage earner in the United States. 
Milk is the largest single source of farm 
income, and only prosperous farmers can . 
buy the products of union labor. 

When farmers have to sell their dairy 
herds and turn to .other occupations be
cause of unfair competition for surplus 
milk outlets union labor loses its best 
customers. Moreover, about 40 percent . 
of our beef and veal come from dairy : 
herds. There is no advantage in risking · 

. scarcities and higher prices in those lines 
in return for doubtful promises of cheap 
oleo. 

Union workers in my district feed their , 
children plenty of milk, meat, and butter. 
That is one rea,son why I am today tak
ing the floor to lend my humble efforts to 
protect the dairy interests. 

Mr. Chairman, I should like to present 
a few facts to show why the dairy indus
try has a rightful claim to the tradi
tional yellow color of butter. · 

The dairymen want to protect their 
inherent right to the yellow color of but
ter and they want to protect the con
sumer from unsuspecting purchases of 
yellow-colored substitutes. Dairy farm
ers are perfectly willing to compete with 
a tax-free butter substitute on the mar
ket. They ask only that oleo be sold in 
its uncolored form. 

Dairying is the mainstay of agricul
ture and has been since man first do
mesticated animals. Dairy products are 
the diet mainstay of every American -
family. You have all heard children run 
into the kitchen and ask, "Can I have 
some bread and butter, Mom?" 

I am sure that most of you made that 
request yourselves many times when you 
were younger. Maybe some of you still 

do. But do any of you ever remember 
hearing a child say, "Can I have a slice 
of bread and oleomargarine, Mom?" 

When a child asks for bread and but
ter, he trusts his mother to give him real 
butter and not an imitation colored the 
traditional yellow of butter. The same 
is true of the adult consumer when he 
orders butter in a restaurant or buys it 
in a store-he wants the real product 
and not a substitute dyed yellow in imita
tion of butter. 

I repeat that yellow is the traditional 
color of butter. Ask any child of kin
dergarten age the color of butter, and he 
will tell you that it is yellow. 

Butter has not been yellow just since 
the Civil War, or since the War of 1812, 
or since the Revolution. It has always 
been yellow. The phrase "I know which 
side my bread is buttered on" is first 
recorded as an old English quotation in 
a book published in 1546. 

Butter is not a product that came on 
the market in the last few years. The 
Democrats or Republicans had nothing 
to do with its origin, and neither did big 
business or modern synthetic chemistry. 
If yon could turn back time 100 years or 
200 years, or even 4,000 years B. C., you 
would find people milking cows or other 
animals. and making butter. 

Our history books tell us that the 
written history of man does not reach 
back to the beginning of the domestica
tion of cattle, ·nor is there any record of 
the date when cows' milk was first used 
or when butter was first made. 

We do know that, wherever civilization 
has flourished, people have depended 
largely on dairy products for a balanced 
diet. One of the oldest buildings un"." 
earthed near Babylon by the University 
Museum of Philadelphia and the British 
Museum, reveals a milking scene that had 
been sculptured on one wall. This build
ing is believed to be 6,000 years old. 

The Egyptians, whose civilization is be
lieved to date back to 4,000 B. C., left 
many pictures showing the use made of 
cattle in their day. Cattle herding, 
breeding, and dairying were common to 
them. The Greeks, who had herds of 
cattle themselves, often referred to Italy 
as a country of cattle. History records 
that tribes from northern Europe in- · 
vaded Italy and appropriated not ·only 
the arts and culture, but also the indus
tries of that civilization, which included 
the art of butter making. 

Quoting from the Bible, we read in the 
Book of Proverbs, chapter 30, verse 33, 
"Surely the churning of milk bringeth 
forth butter." This and other references 
to butter in the Bible suggest that butter 
has a very long tradition. 

Let us turn to our American history. 
Is there any child who has not learned 
that the first colony was established in 
Virginia in 1607, and that the Pilgrims 
landed at Plymouth in 1620? Jamestown 
imported its first cattle in 1611, and by 
1618 had 300 cattle. The Plymouth 
settlers existed 3 years without cattle, 
but the mortality rate of infants was 50 
percent before the sailing vessel Devon 
made its way to their shores with three 
cows in 1624. 

What were the last items our great
great-grandf athers tied on the backs of 
the prairie schooners before the;y: started 

their long treks toward new homes. They 
were the old wooden butter churns, and 
the family cows. 

An unabridged dictionary shows var
ious species of flora and fauna with 
names derived from the dairy product 
because they were yellow, like butter. 
There is the buttercup, so called because 
of its butter-yellow color; and the but-' 
ter-and-eggs plant with its flowers of 
yellow. There is the butter bean, the 
butter weed, the butterfly, and the butter 
head, naming only a few. The names 
are all derived from butter because of 
their color. As far back as English lit
erature can be traced, · the ·color yellow 
has been associated with. butter. 

It is true that tpe tint of butter may 
vary with the seasons, but it is always 
yellow. It also is true that butter is dyed 
during a certain season of the year, not 
for the purpose of deceiving the con~ 
sumer but 'to keep the product uniform. 
Butter-real butter-can be identified at 
sight only by its naturally yellow color. 
For -this reason dairy farmers have al-
ways sought to protect their livelihood 
and the consumer's pocketb.ook against 
butter imitations color"ed yellow in sem
blance of butter. Yes, yellow .is the color 
of butter; but to the oleo interests, yellow 
is the color of gold. Oleo seeks to imitate 
butter for profit. 

There are no similar substitutes for 
other basic food products. There is no 
such thing as an imitation potato, for 
instance, or an imitation egg, or an imi~ 
tation loaf of bread. The dairy industry 
does not seek to deprive anyone of oleo
margarine, provideQ. the substitute is 
sold for what it is and not in the guise 
of butter. For this stand the dairy in- . 
dustry has sound legal precedent. 

I would like to quote from a letter pub
lished in the Washington Evening Star. 
of January 13 and written by Charles U. 
Fistere, legal counsel of the American. 
Butter Institute; 

It is a fact well known by food enforce
ment officials that there are certain basic 
deceptions which are sometimes employed 
in the preparation of foods which are not 
correctible by any form of label statement. 
The use of artificial color for the purpose 
of simulating a valuable food probably is 
the foremost example of this type of decep
.tion. 

The Food and Drug Administration, 
throughout its rulings, has been sensitive to · 
the deceptio:e. caused by the use of artificial 
yellow color in foods which makes them 
appear to contain eggs. Tpe use of yellow 
color is forbidden in such foods as macaroni 
and noodle products, mayonnaise and salad 
dressings. 

The circuit court of appeals has upheld 
the Food and Drug Administration in its 
contention that white poppy seeds, artifi
cially colored to resemble more valuable 
Dutch blue and Turkish grey poppy seedi;o. 
are adulterated. 

In a 194-0 opinion, the Food and Drug Ad
mintstration said, "bakery products, or any 
other. food containing pumpkin, which giVes 
the appearance of having an egg content 
when no eggs are present, or a greater egg -
content than is the case, would be an adul- . 
terated article under any form of labeling." 

Artificial coloring may not be added to 
tomato puree or other tomato products. 

A truth.ful label statement that artificial 
color has-been added would not be a success- -
ful defense to a charge of adulteration in any · 
of the above illustrations. Yet, inadequate 
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regulation of yellow oleo would relegate any 
of the above foods to the "chicken feed" 
class as a source of booty to the unscru
pulous because of the large margin of profit 
involved and the closeness of the resem
blance of yellow oleo and butter in appear
ance and taste. • • • 

The - sound principle upon which the 
dairy industry's policy is based was once ex
pressed by a Food and Drug official who, af
ter 30 years' experience in protecting con
sumers from deleterious foods and economic 
fraud, said, "It is our experience in law en
forcement that the purchaser is guided many, 
many times in the identity of a product by 
~ts flavor, its appearance, its physical proper
ties, regardless of what statements are made
on the label, with respect to artificiality or 
coloring, as the case may be; and it is one of 
the fundamentals of law ·enforcement pro
cedure that such effects, resulting from ap
pearances and flavors, when they are decep
~ive, are not correctible by label declaration." 

Oleomargarine manufacturers have 
been allowed to imitate the taste of but
ter by adding diacetyl. They have been 
allowed to add preservatives such as a 
benzoate of soda, which are not used by 
the butter producers, in order to keep 
their products palatable until it can be 
sold. They have been allowed to fortify 
their butter substitute with vitamin A 
in an attempt to approximate the nutri
tional value of butter. They have been 
allowed to imitate the texture of butter 
by adding skim milk to their product. 
They have been permitted to illustrate 
their advertisements with pictures of 
pastures and barns to suggest the whole
some freshness of butter. 

Speaking of advertising, the soap
opera crowd that controls a large part of 
oleomargarine production in this coun
try has not limited its bad taste to 
phony use of farm scenes, to squeeze an 
extra. bit of profit out of the misled con
sumer. It has recently made unauthor
ized use of the name of a famous actress, 
a southern girl, who is the daughter of a 
former Speaker of this House, and the 
niece of a former United States Senator, 
to advertise another of its products. For 
this the soap-opera boys are very prop
erly being sued for a million dollars in 
damages, proving that there are limits 
to which commercialism can go in bor
rowing names and attributes of others to 
peddle a synthetic product. If good 
taste and dignity and the virtue of qual
ity still have any meaning in this coun
try, I invite my southern friends among 
the Members of this House to take an
other look at the company they are keep
ing by supporting the oleo side of this 
controversy. Those are things that the 
South has always held dearer than mere 
money, but the soap-opera crowd puts 
profit first and other things second. 
. The fact remains that the dairy indus
try has a tremendous bearing upon the 
national economy, and upon the national 
welfare in matters of health and diet. 
Dairy products comprise more than 25 
percent of all food consumed annually 
in our Nation. More than 10,000,000 
Americans are dependent upon the dairy 
industry for their livelihood, including 
those in allied industries and the families 
of employees. 

There is still a need for protecting 
them, and for safeguarding the house-· 
wife against fraud and deception. There 
is still a need to prote.ct the restaurant 

- --- - - -

patron against yellow oleo served as 
butter. More than 65,000,000 meals a 
day are served in the Nation's restau
rants. Diners who get oleo instead of 
butter are being cheated, and so are the
youngsters who ask their mothers for 
bread and butter and get bread and oleo. 

Each . year since 1940 American agri
culture, in spite of all handicaps, has 
. come through with larger and larger 
crops-these in times of most acute world 
needs. Now the time has come for re
adjustments and a return in larger 
measure to the soil-conservation pro- · 
gram adopted as a national policy by the 
Congress and administered by the United 
States Department of Agriculture. In 
this connection we can paraphrase Oliver · 
Goldsmith: 

Ill fares the nation to hastening ills a 
prey, where the soil wastes and family farms 
decay. 

Remember, there is as yet no syn
thetic food. 

A good farmer has been defined as one 
who leaves the soil better than he found 
it. The record proves American agri
culture is manned by good farmers who 
understand how to build up their land 
through. grass pasturage and livestock. 
Grass is nature's contribution to soil 
conservation. It binds the soil and pro
tects it against water and wind ero
sion while at the same time it adds to the 
nitrogen and humus content and im-
proves its tilth. · 

The dairy cow is the instrument of 
agriculture that puts grass to its most 
effective use in the maintenance of man
kinct, conveying it into the most perfect 
foods for humans yet developed-milk, 
butter, cheese, and meat-plus useful by
products such as casein, leather, medic
inal extracts, bonemeal, and so forth. 

Butter for years has been the gold 
standard of the dairy industry. Based on 
its value are the prices of all other dairy 
products. Injure or destroy the market 
for butter, and you injure or destroy the 
dairy industry with all its wide ramifi
cat.ions in our national economy. 

Our Government, through the Con
gress, has set up a program of price con
trol for farm products; that on butter
fat is more than four times that on veg
etable oils. The oleo interests seek to 
come in and take the domestic market 
with a substitute colored like butter and 
absorb the difference in profit. We know 
that they are already doing this in 
States-like Texas-that have legalized 
colored oleo. 

Well Jl}.ay the oleo interests advertise . 
in national magazines that. "far-seeing 
men in Washington are looking after 
your interests." If this scheme of the 
oleo interests goes over, the American 
public will more clearly understand what 
is meant by the ''The smoothest spread." 

If the oleo interests succeed in their 
demands for the unrestricted right to 
imitate butter, dairymen will undoubt
edly take up other lines of agriculture 
because of the necessity to reduce their 
losses. · But may I say to my southern 
friends, that already nearly 40 percent 
of the substance of ·margarine now comes 
from soybeans, which are more and more 
develoJ,ing as a cash crop wherever corn 
~an pe grown, which i~ !!~m t~ Cana- · 

dian border southward. There are other 
oils, not domestic in origin, which are 

. even better for oleomargarine manuf ac- . 
ture, and which cost less. 

In my opinion, the South could best 
serve its local interests by promoting its 
own dairy industry, rather than by spon
soring the imitation of butter, with all 
the avenues for fraud thus opened. No 
present Member of Congress was here 
when the first tax was placed on oleo
margarine. These taxes antedated the 
present pure food laws and may not have 
been as good an approach to the subject 
as the pure food laws adopted later. Cer
tainly the tax-free policy toward oleo 
now urged by leading dairy and farm : 
organizatinns is a sound approach to the 
subject: 

The responsibility of Congress to pro
tect the American people against fraud 
is still paramount, and for that reason 
I say-no tax, no color-no color, no 
fraud. 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may desire to the gentle
man from Indiana [Mr. HARVEY]. 

Mr. HARVEY. Mr. Chairman, the im
plications of a complete and uncondi
tional repeal of the oleo tax are clear. 
The intention of the oleo manufacturers 
is not to assist the producer of domestic 
vegetable oil. Rather it is to import 
cheap foreign vegetable oil to the dis
advantage of the domestic producer of 
both animal and vegetable oil. The 
Granger bill should be sustained. 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may desire to the gentle
man from New York [Mr. LEFEVRE]. 

Mr. LEFEVRE. Mr. Chairman, H. R. 
2023 presently under discussion, brings 
again to our attention this great subject 
of oleomargarine. It was just a little 
less than a year ago that we spent hours 
here. in the House arguing whether or 
not it was right and proper to tax mar
garine. At that time I took the stand 
that the tax was discriminatory. Food 
prices were high. Butter was really a 
luxury and when the average person had 
all he could do to meet his food bills, it 
seemed most unfair to force this extra 
tax on the consuming public. 

From what I have been hearing today, 
I believe practically every man and wom
an in the House agrees that the tax 
should be repealed. The question that 
seems to draw the most fire is whether 
to limit the regulation authorized under 
the bill to yellow oleomargarine in inter
state commerce. The bill as written, 
if I properly interpret it, will permit yel
low oleomargarine to be produced or 
colored locally and made available to 
consumers in those States where laws 
permit yellow oleomargarine to be manu
factured, colored, and sold. 

Unless something comes up during this 
debate to alter my present views, I be
lieve this is the fairest way to settle this 
very controversial problem. Many of us 
here and many more back home are con
vinced that our State and local govern
ments should get back into the picture 
and assume more responsibilities affect
ing the welfare of the people. If we ever 
intend to stop this growing bureaucracy 
it is high time we work toward that end. 
I believe this bill as written suits the 
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majority of the people in my district. 
The tax was the issue they considered 
unfair. 

In my section of New York State the 
great majority of the farmers are dairy
men. As I said last year, and I shall re
peat it now, I do not believe that the 
removal of the tax would mean the ruina
tion of our dairy herds. The bulk of the 
milk produced in the Thirtieth District 
of New York State goes into the so.;.called 
fluid market. We have to look at the 
problem fairly. I do not believe my 
farmers were too concerned last year and 
in many instances told me that I voted 
as they would have, favoring the repeal 
of the tax for the benefit of the consumer. 

In New York there presently is a law 
prohibiting the sale of yellow margarine. 
If and when the people want that 
changed they have the privilege to so 
inform their State representatives. As 
stated before I believe this bill before us 
looks fair and I expect to support it. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members who 
so desire may extend their remarks at 
this point in the RECORD. 

The CHAffiMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
North Carolina? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 8 

minutes to the gentleman from Wiscon
sin [Mr. KEEFE]. 

Mr. KEEFE. Mr. Chairman, I think 
this is an important question that is be
fore the House. After having been here 
for 10 years, I often wonder why we call 
this general debate, when a mere handful 
of the Members are here on the floor of 
the House to listen to this discussion. 

I can say that I have approached many 
questions with an open mind, and I have 
been delighted to sit here during this 
entire debate and hear the argument that 
has been produced especially by some 
of the new Members who are serving their 
first term in Congress. There have been 
statements and arguments made on the 
floor of this House this afternoon that 
ought to be convincing to any Member 
of Congress who would sit here and par
ticipate in these debates, and they ought 
to be here and hear these arguments. 
The gentleman from Nebraska, a great 
lawyer, made a magnificent statement 
and gave arguments that are unassailable 
and unanswerable in support of the 
Granger bill. The gentleman from Min
nesota who has just left the floor made 
a magnificent statement as representing 
the views of labor on this proposed 
amendment. The gentleman from · New 
York in a very few words made a magnifi
cent contribution, as did the gentleman 
from the Midwest, one of the new Mem
bers, and no better statement was ever 
made on the floor of this House than was 
made this afternoon by the distinguished 
gentleman from Missouri, who talked 
from the standpoint of a practical farmer. 

In opposition to all that debate coming 
from the Democratic side of this House, 
I heard one voice raised in opposition and 
that was the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. CELLERJ, from the city of New York, 
who failed utterly to answer the argu
ments that were advanced by Members 
on this side. 

I heard the argument over the plat
form and heard the argument in the de
bate between the gentleman from Utah 
[Mr. GRANGER] and the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. CELLER], both of whom 
claim they sat on the resolutions com
mittee at Philadelphia when the Demo
cratic platform was adopted. There ap
pears to be a wide divergence of opinion 
on the Democratic side as to what the 
Democratic platform intended to do, but 
I think a fair resume of that debate would 
lead anyone to the conclusion that it 
was the feeling of most Members on the 
Democratic side that what they intended 
to do was ask for the repeal of taxes on 
oleomargarine. That is what is done in 
the Granger bill. 

I come from Wisconsin, it is true. 
That is a great dairy State, and I would 
be derelict in my duty as a Representa
tive of that State if I did not take the 
floor to protest the potential threat which 
is involved in the total debasement of 
our food supply. I want to say a word 
of warning to the gentleman from Texas 
and the people from the Southern States 
who originally were prompted by section
alism into thinking that they are pro
tecting the cottonseed-oil industry by 
suppcrting this antibutter legislation. I 
want you all to know-and I want you 
who are thinking of soybeans to know
that we are experiencing a revolution in 
this country which is taking place right 
before your very eyes. The people of 
America are not aroused and are not 
awake as yet to the danger facing the 
nutrition of the people of this country 
by the constant debasement of our food 
supply. I made a speech a few days ago 
talking generally on this subject to a 
mere handful on the floor of the House. 
Do you think I was talking about some
thing that is not true? I hold in my 
hand the excerpts of a speech delivered 
yesterday by the chief of the fats and 
oils branch of the Production Market
ing Administration of the United States 
Department of Agriculture at Urbana, 
Ill., where that gentleman was talking 
to the processors and producers of soy
beans, and he took the very language 
of the address that I made here on the 
floor of the House and called the atten
tion of his audience to the threat which 
exists to the people of this country by 
the utilization of chemical · substitutes 
to supplant vegetable and animal oils 
throughout the entire baking industry 
of the country. . 

What he said as to soybeans goes as 
to cottonseed oil and peanut oil and all 
the edible animal fats and oils. What 
is happening? You are going to vote 
to legalize interstate shipments of oleo
a product which, with the addition of 
synthetic vitamins and the use of animal 
and vegetable fats and oils, makes a com
pletely nutritious product. 

What happens next? When Lever 
Bros. carry out their plan to ultimately 
substitute chemicals for nature's foods, 
can you see what the future holds? 
After they have the unlimited right 
to ship yellow-cclored oleomargarine 
throughout the country, the next move 
will be to substitute for the natural fats 
and oils which they are now using the 
synthetic products which I can ide~tify 

and which are being sold today to the 
extent of millions of tons in the manu
facture of soap, which has ruined the 
inedible fats and oils market. Do you 
have a rendering plant in your district? 
I have one in my town. It is closing 
up; it is going out of business. Why? 
Because they cannot sell to the soap 
manufacturers any longer the inedible 
fats and oils. They are being supplanted 
by chemicals manufactured by the great 
chemical companies of this country. 

Gentleman, it is time to think. Let us 
not inject narrow partisanship into this. 
situation. We are dealing with a highly 
volatile subject. We are dealing with 
something that reaches the very heart 
and soul of America, and that is the de
basement of the food supply of the Na
tion. This debasement, so far as oleo
margarine is concerned, is just one of 
the multiple steps that I could tell you 
of as a result of the intensive research 
that I have been doing in this field. 

We ought to stop and ponder and not 
give too much attention to the little 
pitiful arguments that are being made 
as to butter and oleo. The subject is 
bigger than that. You will live to rue 
the day that you took this step. You 
producers of cotton-seed oil, and you 
producers of edible fats and oils, you pro
ducers of soya oils and peanut oil will 
be coming to this Congress before long 
asking the Congress to protect you 
against these chemical substitutes that 
are now available and on the market. 
The gentleman from the Fats and Oils 
Division yesterday told of the inroads 
already being made, which threaten to 
put the soybean industry out of business. 
Millions of pounds being sold today that 
cost 12 cents a pound, and they are 
getting from 55 to 65 cents a pound for it. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman has expired. 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield the 
gentleman one additional minute. 

Mr. KEEFE. Can not you see the 
question that is involved? I am going to 
speak from time to time in this Congress 
on this subject, because I have interested 
great scientific minds in this country in 
the field of nutrition and I am in con
stant contact with them. I do not pro
pose to see that the great advances we 
have made in the field of public health 
and nutrition are destroyed because a. 
few people have larceny in their hearts 
and think more of mere dollars than 
they do of human welfare. 

Mr. HUBER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. KEEFE. I yield. 
Mr. HUBER. The gentleman men

tioned the Democratic Convention. The 
Democratic Convention evidently en
dorsed the action of the Republican Con
gress in passing the legislation last year. 

Mr. KEEFE. Now the gentleman is 
just injecting a little sour note of politics 
that is very petty, indeed, and character
istic of him in his debates on the floor. 
I have tried to point out the situation 
that you will come to realize some day. 
You may not realize it today. The 
housewives of America will realize it when 
you foist onto them food of all kinds, 
canned and processed, that will debase 
their food supply, and when they wake 
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up they will turn the lash upon those who 
are responsible for it. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Wisconsin has again ex
pired. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
5 minutes to the gentleman from Cali
fornia [Mr. HOLIFIELD]. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I 
have listened attentively to this debate 
today. I wonder if the gentleman from 
Utah [Mr. GRANGER] would at this time 
suffer a few questions. I would like to 
ask the gentleman if his bill repeals the 
discriminatory taxes on oleomargarine. 

Mr. GRANGER. That is true. It re
peals all taxes. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. All Federal oleo
margarine taxes? 

Mr. GRANGER. And all licenses. · 
Mr. HOLIFIELD. Your bill also al

lows interstate and intrastate shipment 
of uncolored oleomargarine? 

Mr. GRANGER. That is right. 
Mr. HOLIFIELD. It does not change 

the present situation at all? 
Mr. GRANGER. Except it takes off 

tax. That is all. It makes it free. 
Mr. HOLIFIELD. I mean in regard 

to the shipment of uncolored oleomar
garine. 

Mr. GRANGER. That is right. 
Mr. HOLIFIELD. Is it not true that 

any oleomargarine manufacturer may 
place a factory in any State which al
lows the sale of colored oleomargarine at 
the present time, and ~ell the colored 
product within that State? 

Mr. GRANGER. That is true, provid
ed the State law permits it. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. That is right. As 
I understand, there are 16 States now 
which prohibit the sale of colored oleo
margarine within that State. 

Mr. GRANGER. I do not know 
whether it is 16 or more. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Sixteen or seven
teen. 

Mr. GRANGER. Approximately that. 
Mr. HOLIFIELD. They comprise 

many of the large States, such as Cali
fornia. I know California does not per
mit the sale of colored oleomargarine 
within the State. 

Mr. GRANGER. That is true. The 
peculiar thing about it is that every per
son who has spoken on this bill today in 
opposit ion to it has come from a State 
where they could not sell it in that State 
if all the t axes were repealed. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. In other words, it 
is a problem on the State level in most 
of the States. 

Mr. GRANGER. Including Califor
nia. That is true. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. What I want to 
know is what is wrong with having a 
mixing plant in each State. Does that 
not off er employment and decentralize 
industry? · 

Mr. GRANGER. I think it does. . I 
think that is a very pertinent question, 
because it would make those people who 
are getting the benefits come down to 
the county and State level and help pay 
some of the taxes that other people have 
to ·pay. Make no mistake about it, in 
every one of these States in the Union 
millions of dollars are invested in dairy 
plants and cheese factories· and what not~ 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. On that particular 
point, is it extremely costly for an oleo
margarine plant to be set up to do the 
coloring and mixing of white oleomar
garine? 

Mr. GRANGER. I do not know about 
the cost, but certainly it cannot be great. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. It stands to reason 
it would not be if the housewife can mix 
it in a bowl with this coloring matter. 
It could be colored in the butter-mixing 
machines they have in all the butter fac
tories. The same kind of mixing equip
ment can be used in each State without 
a great deal of expense. 

Mr. GRANGER. That is right. There 
is no reason why it cannot be done; the 
gentleman is right. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. It is absolutely true 
that the. Granger bill .fulfills the Demo
cratic platform pledge to repeal the dis
criminatory Federal taxes on oleomar
garine. 

Mr. GRANGER. If anybody can put 
any other interpretation on the Demo
cratic platform than I am putting on it, 
I would like to know. I should like to 
read the platform. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. I should like to hear 
the plank read. 

Mr. GRANGER. The plank reads: 
We favor the repeal of discriminatory taxes 

on the manufacture and sale of oleo
margarine-

Period. 
Mr. HOLIFIELD. That is what the 

gentleman's bill does? 
Mr. GRANGER. Yes. 
Mr. HOLIFIELD. The gentleman's 

bill actually does that? 
Mr. GRANGER. Absolutely. 
Mr. HOLIFIELD. I am glad to hear 

the gentleman answer this question. 
Mr. SUTTON. Mr. Chairman, will 

the gentleman yield? 
Mr. HOLIFIELD. I yield. 
Mr. SUTTON. Does the gentleman 

from California realize that the manu
facturing plant in California will have 
to shut down should this bill be enacted 
into law? 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Did the gentleman 
say it would have to be shut down? 

Mr. SUTTON. Yes. 
Mr. GRANGER. They can ship it out 

of the State; they cannot sell it in the 
State. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. You can ship colored 
margarine out of the State and white 
margarine in the State. 

Mr. SUTTON. So it does not prevent 
the sale of it? · 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. They cannot ship 
it within the State; that is very true; 
but that is a matter for the State legis
lature. Nor will the law of the State of 
California permit colored margarine to 
be sold within the State if the Poage bill 
is adopted. · 

Mr. SUTTON. Then those plants in 
California will be shut down. 

Mr. GRANGER. That is not true at all. 
Mr. HOLIFIELD. That may be so; 

they can still ship outside of the State 
and sell outside of the State. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from California has expired. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself 2 m~nutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from North Carolina is recognized. 

Mr. COOLEY. This little demonstra
tion which we have just witnessed and 
which was obviously rehearsed before it 
was enacted prompts me to say that it 
is a feeble redemption of a sacred plat
form pledge to repeal the tax and outlaw 
the object upon which the tax has been 
imposed. I do not believe that it was 
the purpose of my party nor of Mr. 
GRANGER'S party to go before the country 
with any such flimsy pretext as that. 

Mr. KEEFE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. COOLEY. No; I decline to yield. 
The very idea of intelligent men sitting 

in a convention of that importance and 
adopting a platform pledg~ such as this, 
and to go before the public saying they 
are in favor of repealing this discrimina
tory tax and not telling the same public 
in all these same meeting places that 
just let them get down to Washington 
on this platform and they would repeal 
the tax but would outlaw oleomargarine. 
They say: "We will pass a Republican 
bill if you just let us get in on a Demo
cratic platform." 

Mr. KEEFE. Mr. Chairman, will ·the 
g_entleman yield? 

Mr. COOLEY. Yes; I yield to my 
friend from Wisconsin. 

Mr. KEEFE. I should like to ask the 
gentleman what the plank on oleomar
garine was of the Dixiecrat branch of the 
Democratic Party. We have heard the 
Democratic platform plank, and the gen
tleman has indicated that there were two 
divisions to the party. 

Mr. COOLEY. I did not attend the 
Dixiecrats' convention and I have never 
been classed as a Dixiecrat. I believe 
that I am just as good a Democrat as 
will be found anywhere. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from North Carolina has 
expired. 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from New 
Jersey [Mr. CANFIELD]. 

Mr. CANFIELD. Mr. Chairman, at 
this juncture I should like to recall to 
the· House the words of Champ Clark 
when he was debating the Panama Canal 
tolls question here on this floor some 
decade$ ago. These were his words: 

Tell it not in Gath, proclaim it not in the 
streets of Ascalon, that the Democratic Party 
will not keep faith with its platform. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
5 minutes to the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. HUBER]. 

Mr. HUBER. Mr. Chairman, I was 
not injecting politics into this thing 
when I was speaking to my good friend, 
the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. 
KEEFE]. I was just giving him an out, 
pointing out that the Eightieth Congress 
was not quite as bad as everybody 
thought it was, because one of the few 
things it had courage enough to do was to 
face the margarine issue on the floor of 
this House. As far as I know the bill that 
was passed was not as acceptable as the 
present bill or as the substitute to be 
offered later. 

I hear a great deal about Lever Bros. 
I do . not know anything about them. 
The inference is that there seems to be 
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something evil about that institution. I 
thought we all believed in private enter
prise. If Lever Bros. is a large company, 
is that wrong? Is that wicked? The 
United States Steel Corp., I understand, 
is rather large. The United States Tire 
& Rubber Co. is a large institution. 
There is big business in this country to
day and I do not know why any stigma 
should be placed upon a company just 
because it is big. 

Mr. KEEFE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HUBER. I yield to the gentleman 
from Wisconsin. 

Mr. KEEFE. Does the gentleman be
lieve in international cartels and mo
nopolies? 

Mr. HUBER. .Mr. Chairman, I believe 
in free enterprise. All the patron saints 
of the Republican Party are continually 
talking about free enterprise. Now, if 
someone can produce a healthful, nu
tritious food, let them produce it. Let 
us not put all these Government regu
lations on it. I am tired of Government 
reglations and unfair Government prac
tices. Let us get back to the f unda
men tals of Americanism. Let us allow 
free enterprise to take its course. I ven
ture the assertion that you ship a greater 
amount of beer in value out of Wiscon
sin than you do dairy products. If any
body tried to stop you from shipping 
Schlitz beer into the States of Ohio or 
Pennsylvania I am sure you would cry 
crocodile tears. But, of course, this is 
margarine-it is wrong; it is evil. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Ohio has expired. 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield the 
balance of the time on this side to the 
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. MUR
RAY]. 

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. Mr. 
Chairman, it is easy enough for people 
who have nice jobs, with political ambi
tions, to be facetious about this situation 
here today. Well, I want to tell you, Mr. 
Chairman that what we do here on this 
legislation has much to do with the future 
of at least one State out of the 48. 

There is nothing new about this legis
lation. From a reading of the newspa
pers you would think that the gentleman 
from Minnesota [Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRE
SEN] and the gentleman from Utah [Mr. 
GRANGER] were doing some conniving, 
were doing something unfair, they were 
doing something tricky, they were bring
ing in trick legislation. Mr. Chairman, 
25 years ago there was passed a filled 
milk bill. The filled milk bill is exactly 
the same as this bill here in principle. 
Filled milk is composed of a vegetable 
oil and skimmed milk, just exactly the 
same as oleo is. All the Granger-Andre
sen bill does is to put oleo in the same 
class that the fluid milk is in today and 
has been for a quarter of a century. 

You may be interested in knowing that 
this is just the beginning. There is an
other bill here in the hopper that is going 
to do the same thing on filled cheese. 
You know, I have an awful job keep
ing track of people down here in Con
gress for some reason or other. I went 
down here with my good friend the gen
tleman from Texas [Mr. POAGE] to appear 
before the Washington Advertising Club, 
and I do not know of anyone who has 

made more money out of the oleo argu
ment than the advertising people have. 
Unthinkingly, I mentioned the fact that 
they had a little lawsuit down in Texas in 
which it was brought out that they were 
using filled ice cream. Well, the gen
tleman from Texas [Mr. POAGE] gave me 
quite a lecture-he is a good friend of 
mine-and sort of intimated that it was 
not any of my business what kind of ice 
cream they ate in Texas. He asked if 
I believed in State rights. When the 
committee agreed that we should have a 
States.' rights provision in this legisla
tion, . I thought maybe it would be all 
right to have States' rights as far as oleo 
is concerned. 

Now, anyone who is shedding tears 
about protecting the public-and we have 
heard it twice here this afternoon on 
both sides of the aisle-just let us not 
deceive ourselves, because it is not being 
followed right here in the city of Wash
ington. They made an investigation 
within the last 60 days, and out of 150 
restaurants in one southern State they 
found only 15 of them that were follow
ing the law. So what is the use of hav
ing that kind of law on the statute books. 
The Granger bill passes this back to the 
States, the same as the filled-milk bill 
does. Take Illinois and Indiana, if they 
want to eat it, that is their business, and 
that is what the Granger bill is trying 
to do with this law, and that is what we 
are trying to do with cheese, and that is 
what we are going to try to do with ice 
cream. Since all these people have so 
many tears for the consumer, I would 
like to take these 11 minutes and talk 
about labor, because, after all, they are 
the ones that are going to pay the price 
on this as far as that is concerned. 

And I want to call your attention to 
another product, another concoction, and 
I would be glad to make it here for you, 
and we cannot talk about another city in 
the United States, because we have noth
ing to say about it. I made it for you 
last year here. You take 96.5 percent of 
skim milk and 3.5 percent of vegetable 
oil and you practically have oleomar
garine. The only difference between that 
and oleomargarine is the difference in 
the proportion of the fat and the oil. I 
can make it for you for 5 cents a quart. 

Another point has been omitted here. 
Surely, the oleo people have been able 
to sell their products cheaper. Why? 
Every pound of oil in oleo in the last year 
has been subsidized. I am not saying 
that the oleo manufacture is being sub
sidized, but the United States Treasury 
is subsidizing the product. There are 
some of these oils that the United States 
Government under the program has lost 
22.2 cents per pound on, and I would not 
like to guess what they are going to lose 
the next, ye9.r for certain oils that they 
are supporting. So, it is not a matter, 
my good colleagues, of any little, petty 
thing. The whole dairy industry is in
volved. 

When our good President this last fall 
ran on the Democratic platform, he 
might have said he was going to get rid of 
the tax, and I think everyone realizes he 
wants to follow the platform, but I just 
cannot believe that any President, Presi
dent Truman or any other President, 
wants anyone to be inter~reting his mind 

to show what he wants to do in connec
tion with the dairy business. 

Mr. CHRISTOPHER. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. I yield to 
the gentleman from Missouri. 

Mr. CHRISTOPHER. I would just like 
to say that while the Democratic plat
form called for the repeal of the tax on 
oleomargarine, it' did not demand the 
destruction of a $250,000,000 dairy indus
try in the United States. I do not be
lieve that of mY party, nor of my candi
date for President who is President now. 

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. I thank 
the gentleman, because I cannot imagine 
any President wanting to do that. 

Mr. GAVIN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. I yield 
to the gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. GAVIN. I have been here for 4 or 
5 hours listening to this debate. The 
gentleman from New York [Mr. CELLERJ 
says that the Democratic platform says 
one thing; the gentleman from Utah 
[Mr. GRANGER] says that the Democratic 
platform says another thing, and the 
gentleman from Nebraska [Mr. O'SUL
LIVAN] gets down in the well of the House 
and says the Democratic platform says 
another thing. I would like to know 
what does the Democratic platform say. 

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. Well, I 
do not want to get into that angle any 
more than to say that I have more con
fidence in President Truman than to 
think that he would deliberately destroy 
the dairy industry of this country or to 
be a party to so doing. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. I yield 
to the gentleman from North Carolina. 

Mr. COOLEY. I would like to make 
just one observation, and that is that 
the Democratic platform was just read 
a moment ago by the gentleman from 
Utah [Mr. GRANGER]. 

Mr. GA VIN. Well, I wa~ not here at 
that time. 

Mr. KEEFE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin .. I yield 
to the gentleman from Wisconsin. 

Mr. KEEFE. Just so that we can in
terject a little bit of levity into this 
serious situation, may I say to the gen
tleman that this debate regarding the 
Democratic platform reminds me of a 
story that the chairman of the Com
mittee on Ways and Means, the gentle
man from North Carolina [Mr. DOUGH
TON], told yesterday about the colored 
fellow who was ambling along the road 
down South twirling a rope. Somebody 
came up to him and said, "Say, what are 
you doing with that rope?" He said, 
"Mr. Ned, I'se confused, I'se confused. 
I don't know whether I'se found a rope 
or lost a mule." I thought it was just 
about like some of the confusion we find 
here on the floor of the House in dis
cussing some of these questions. 

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. As far 
as the dairy industry is concerned, if you 
follow the law-and incidentally it is not 
being followed now, but I do not want to 
get that injected in here; we think it is 
going to be-the man who owns the cows 



1949 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 3629 
is going to be taken care of. There is 
no argument about that. 

The gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
SABATH] today was telling about dollar
a-pound butter. The gentleman is e.; 
year behind, because a couple of days 
ago Uncle Sam had to buy a carload of 
butter out in Minnesota at the support 
price of 59 cents. So as far as the man 
who milks the cows is concerned, he has 
some protection. 

Let me ask you today whether or not 
you want to step up the number of unem
ployed in this country. One of my good 
southern friends came to me a few days 
ago and said, "You know, all us fellows 
from the farm districts ought to get to
gether on that wage-hour bill when it 
comes in. We ought to keep it just the 
way it is, as far as it afiects the farmers." 
He said, "You must have lots of cheese 
factories and creameries and milk plants 
in your district." I said, "Sure, I have 
plenty of them." He went on to tell me 
a story, and I said, "Now, Brother, there 
is something going to happen before we 
get that far. Just don't make me feel 
badly about what is going to happen to 
thq,t minimum wage or maximum hours, 
or anything that goes with it, because 
how do I know, when they get down to 
the oleo bill, whether or not they are 
going to have any jobs? So why should 
I worry about what wages they have 
when I do not know whether they are 
going to have a job or not?" 

1 Mr. MORRIS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. I yield 
to the gentleman from Oklahoma. 

Mr. MORRIS. I honestly have not 
made up my mind whether to vote for 
the Granger bill or the Poage bill. 

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. It is a 
creeping thing, but in the gentleman's 
State they have reduced cow numbers 
by 22 percent in the last few years. If 
you want to be in the dairy business in 
Oklahoma, you want to keep that in 
mind. 

Mr. MORRIS. I appreciate that sug
gestion. I honestly have not made up 
my mind whether I am for the Poage 
or the Granger bill, or for either. I 
realize the gentleman is an authority, 
especially in the dairy field, and I say 
that seriously. Does the gentleman care 
to tell us at this time whether he is sup
porting the Poage bill or the Granger 
bill, or is opposed to both of them? I 
should like to have the gentleman's sug
gestion about that. 

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. I took it 
for granted that the gentleman knew I 
was for the Granger bill, because I have 
been recommending the Granger bill 
here several times. 

Mr. MORRIS. I have heard the 
gentleman's speech on this occasion, but 
I did not know definitely which bill he 
is for. 

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. The 
Granger bill is a fair bill. The dairy in
dustry has gone too far now with the 
Granger bill. The gentleman from Utah 
[Mr. GRANGER] has bent over backward. 

Mr. MORRIS. The gentleman's judg
ment is, then, that the Granger bill is 
about as good a bill as could be written 
on this subject? Is that the gentleman's 
thought? 

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. It gives 
the Government back to the people. If 
the people of the State of Oklahoma want 
to eat oleo that is red, blue, yellow, or 
any other color, that is their business. 
The longer I am in Washington the more 
I realize that we have to give these things 
back to the people and back to the States. 

Mr. MORRIS. I was not arguing with 
the gentleman. I was asking for in
formation. · I just wanted to get his 
judgment. 

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. We have 
done it on evaporated milk and on filled 
milk. We should do it now as far as 
butter is concerned. We should do it all 
the way down the line as far as the dairy 
industry is concerned. 

Mr. WERDEL. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re
marks at this point in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
California? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. WERDEL. Mr. Chairman, I feel 

that repeal of the Federal antimargarine 
laws is in the interests of the consumer. 

It is my feeling that the housewife 
wants the privilege of buying yellow mar
garine already colored in her grocery 
store. She should be given that privilege. 

The Granger-Andresen bill is illogical 
and confusing. There is a question as 
to what it actually does. It may not only 
ban interstate shipment of yellow mar
garine but also intrastate shipment of 
yellow margarine. In any event, the 
measure should be defeated. 

The arguments against repeal of the 
Federal antimargarine laws fall rough
ly into two categories: 

First. That repeal would destroy the 
dairy industry. 

Second. That a ban on yellow mar
garine is necessary to prevent fraud and 
destruction. 

I do not think the prospective destruc
tion of the dairy industry thesis needs 
extended argument. Mr. POAGE of Texas 
discussed this subject at length a day or 
two ago. For those of you who want the 
facts and figures on this matter I ref er 
you to page Al856 of the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD of March 29. 

Mr. POAGE points out that the butter 
interests are riding on the back of the 
dairy industry and I feel that he is right. 

The butter industry has shifted ground 
quite a bit on this question of margarine 
and these shifts reinforce the conclusion 
that what the butter boys really want is 
something to cripple margarine. 

All Members of the · Eightieth Con
gress remember well how it was asserted 
that without keeping the Federal taxes 
and license fees the entire dairy indus
try, let alone the butter part of it, would 
be ruined. 

Now, it is conceded, apparently, that 
no "fraud" of consequence will result ·if 
taxes are removed. But it is claimed, 
now, that large-scale "fraud" will result 
if yellow margarine is not prohibited 
altogether. While- it is likely that this 
claim has 'been made for the purpose 
of buttering the butter industry's pub
lic relations-a desirable goal-it is put 
forth seriously and deserves a serious 
reply. 

Where is the proof of the claim that 
margarine, sold yellow under existing 
pure food laws, would result in whole
sale deception? There is no proof. Two 
years or so ago, the butter people here 
in Washington put out a little booklet 
attempting to make the claim by telling 
the six so-called cases where marga
rine had been sold for butter. The mate
rial in this book has been repeated re
cently in one of their publications. Yet 
the six cases show quite the opposite. 
They go back to 1900; the recent cases 
are very few; little margarine is involved; 
the story is ingeniously woven of scraps 
of fact larded with slices of fictional 
treatment intended to scare rather than 
inform. 

This report is headed : 
"Six Actual Cases Showing How the In

ternal Revenue Bureau Helps Protect You 
Against Food Racketeering." · 

It was introduced into the record of 
the House hearings on margarine during 
the Eightieth Congress by Mr. Charles 
Holman, of the National Cooperative 
Milk Producers Federation. It will be 
found on page 285~ 

Now, however, Mr. Holman and other 
butter spokesmen apparently have de
cided that the protection of the Bureau 
of Internal Revenue no longer is needed 
by butter. 

Where did the whole idea of deception 
in margarine orginate anyway? The 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD shows that, when 
the law was originally passed, in Grover 
Cleveland's time, margarine was newly 
introduced in this country. It was only 
at the beginning of its development as a 
modern product, just as butter at that 
time had not entered the era of modern 
big-creamery production and distribu
tion. Most important, our pure-food laws 
were still 20 years away. It was a new 
problem. The butter people were quick 
to see the advantage of an argument of 
deception. The law was passed, chiefly, 
because we did not then know how to 
regulate in the pure-food area except 
by restrictive taxation. 

All that is now changed, of course. We 
have our pure-food laws, and good ones. 
They are working-if you have any doubt 
of it, consult the Food and Drug Adminis-

. tration's record of seizures, including 
butter-which, incidentally, far outranks 
margarine in that respect. Today we 
control foods through the pure-food 
laws-we encourage the production of 
more food under pure food standards, 
rather than restrict. This applies to all 
foods. 

What are the facts? 
Butter freely uses artificial coloring 

to give its product the yellow hue which 
pleases consumers. If you doubt that 
statement, look at the butter color ad
vertisements carried in the dairy jour
nals. 

Butter then freely uses artificial color
ing but wishes to deny that privilege to 
a competitor. 

And here is something which seems 
to be the crux of this whole situation. 

About 93 percent cif all margarine is 
sold through stores to householders. 

The labeling requirements are such 
that there is no danger of deception in 
this field. These re~uirements would not 
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be changed by repeal of the Federal anti
margarine laws. 

About 3 % percent of all margarine is 
sold to bakers and confectioners. 

There is no danger of deception in this 
field. The bakers and confectioners do 
not care whether margarine is yellow or · 
white. 

Thus, there is -no danger of deception 
in the case of approximately 96 % percent 
of all margarine sold in the United States 
today. 

The butter interests claim that some 
margarine is sold as butter in public eat
ing places. But even they do not claim 
that these violations include more than 1 
percent of the margarine sold in this 
country. · 

If there are violations in this field why 
not get at them directly as is proposed in 
the Poage bill, H. R. 3 and other pending 
repeal bills. 

The Poage bill, for example, requires 
the identification of each separate serv
ing of margarine in a public eating place. 
Furthermore, it requires, in addition, that 
if a public eating place sells margarine 
that it place up a placard, or sign, stating 
the fact, or that it put a notice to that 
effect on the menu. 

Penalties for the provision ref erred to 
would be made a Federal offense. The 
enforcement of the provision would · be 
placed with the efficient Food and Drug 
Administration. 

Bear in mind, that the bills which 
would prohibit the manufacture and sale 
of yellow margarine contain no such pro
vision. The danger of violations in pub
lic eating places, if yellow margarine is 
banned, would remain as it is now. For it 
would be a simple matter for any res
taurant owner who wished to violate the 
law to color his margarine and sell it as 
butter. 

I fail to understand why the housewife 
is to be forced to continue to mix color 
into margarine simply because there is 
danger that an occasional restaurant 
owner may sell margarine as butter. 

The proposal is unreasonable and illog
ical. Common sense demands that it be 
rejected and that the Federal antimar
garine laws be repealed. 

I, of course, agree that oleomargarine 
should not be permitted ·to defraud the 
public at the expense of the dairy indus
try and the public. I do not believe that 
the protection of the public from such 
practices by prohibiting the sale or trans
portation of colored margarine in inter
state commerce can be justified unless we 
go all the way and prohibit the transpor
tation of squirrel coats colored to imitate 
mink or citric acid soda pop colored to 
imitate orange juice and hundreds of 
other situations. I do believe that res
taurants; that use margarine should 
clearly advertise it as such on the menu 
and when colored margarine is sold in 
packages, it should be designated as such. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
5 minutes to the gentleman from Utah 
[Mr. GRANGER]. 

Mr. MORRIS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield for a question? 

Mr. GRANGER. I yield. 
Mr. MORRIS. I am seriously seeking 

information on this matter, because it 
is an important matter. Will the gen-

tleman express himself to the Committee 
at this time as to whether or not he · 
thinks the provisions of his bill forbid
ding the transportatiQn of oleomargarine 
in interstate commerce would be difficult 
of enforcement? That is one question 
that is bothering me. 

Mr. GRANGER. No; I do not see that 
any difficulty would arise to prevent the 
enforcement of the act. 

Mr. Chairman, we are coming to the 
close of this debate on what I think is a 
very important question. I am inter
ested in this matter, not :f.rom any per
sonal advantage that I may have, but 
because I am tremendously interested in 
the perpetuity of a branch of agriculture 
that has been the mainstay of the farm 
family. You would be alarmed if you 
had the figures on the great movement 
toward commercial and corporation 
farming. It is alarming to know of the 
vast acreages of wheat, potatoes, and 
cotton that has gone into the hands of 
a few operators, where in many cases the 
operators are not even residents of the 
places where the farms are locat.ed. So 
I ask you to consider this matter very 
calmly, because I am tremendously in
terested in that phase of our economy. 
I dare say many of you people here on 
the floor, as is true in my case, were able 
to go to school because dad and mother 
were willing to. milk the cows and take 
the cream to the creamery so that the 
proceeds of the check might be cUstrib
uted to the kids going to school. 

Further than that, farm family life is 
a breeder of good citizenship. I dare say 
that on our farms, generally, and the 
dairy farms in particular, there never 
would be sown the seeds of communism 
or any other ism having for its purpose 
the overthrow of the Government. I 
think it is important that we main.tain 
the farm families. It seems to me that , 
to do otherwise would be striking a death 
blow at the thing that we cherish as a 
sacred heritage of the American people. 

Instead of spending the millions of 
dollars they have spent in order to imi
tate bqtter, if these oleo people were 
really and honestly trying to make a 
product of their own, they could have 
used any number of other delicate colors 
which would make their product just as 
palatable and pleasing as the color of 
butter. There is nothing in the color it
self which makes the product any differ
ent. It does not change the food value 
of the product. It is a determined ef
fort on the part of these people to imi
tate butter and sell it for what it is not. 
I think if they had spent their money 
in trying to convert the people of this 
country to the use of oleo, they could 
have used another color. And I am not 
saying green, pink, or any other color, but 
I am saying that they could have used 
some other color to distinguish it from 
butter and then we would have avoided 
this controversy. I think there is a de
termined effort being made to destroy the 
butter industry, which will have a tre
mendously damaging effect upon the 
economy of the dairy farmer. In good 
times and bad, the dairy farmer has been 
one who could hold his head high and 
not be forced to depend upon relief from 
his neighbor, during times of depression. 

The 'CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Utah has expired. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
the remainder of my time to the gentle
man from Texas [Mr. PoAGEJ. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Texas is ·tecognized for 9% minutes. 

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, it is little 
wonder that the gentleman from Wis
consin confessed his confusion at the 
present state of affairs. The legislation 
now before us is well calculated to con
fuse anyone and it seems to have con
fused its proponents as well as all the 
others. 

These proponents have suggested that 
this legislation would in no wise reduce 
the enforcement of the present law. But 
I hold in my hand a letter, not written 
before this bill was brought out, but 9 
days after it had been brought out, after 
it had been ref erred to the Federal Se
curity Administration, Pure Food Divi
sion, over the signature of P. T. Dunbar, 
Commissioner of Foods and Drugs, in 
which he points out that section 2 <c> 
of this bill-and 2 (c) is a section which 
was not supposed to be amended-uses 
the words "affects, obstructs, or burdens 
commerce or the free flow of goods in 
commerce.'' He points out that under the 
interpretations of our courts that clearly 
would require prohibition of the sale or 
shipment of any goods anywhere that did 
affect or interfere in any way with inter
state commerce. I fear and Mr. Dunbar 
fears that this bill may in fact prohibit 
the sale of colored margarine even in in
trastate commerce. Now, if it does not, 
if you apply the interpretation applied 
by the last speaker, that it does not inter
fere with interstate commerce, then you 
have no hook upon which to hang the 
enforcement sanctions of the Pure Food 
and Drug Act, which applies only to inter
state commerce. If this bill does not af
fect intrastate commerce, if it affects only 
interstate commerce, the sale of marga
rine produced in the State of Texas with
in the State of Texas is not involved in in
terstate commerce and then the Pure 
Food and Drug Act t.las no control over 
the purity of that commodity. The sale 
of any colored margarine that could be ' 
sold under the terms of this bill could 
not be supervised as to purity, as to qual
ity, or as to any of its ingredients. There 
would be no Federal pure-food law to 
protect the consumer of yellow margarine 
under the Granger bill. 

I call the attention of all those who 
profess to favor pure foods to the fact 
that this butter bill clearly, and, accord
ing to the opinion of the Commissioner 
of Foods and Drugs, provides that he 
would have no control over intrastate 
mbvement. If you sell margarine pro
duced in a State, under the terms of this 
butter bill as its author just told you he -
interpreted it, then you could sell it with 
any kind of impurities, and there is no . 
law on the Federal statute books and 
there is not a word in his bill that would 
provide for any pure-food regulation. 

Now, I believe the consumers are en
titled to some protection. Most of this 
afternoon has been spent in discussing 
the effect this would have on the dairy 
people. The dairy people are entitled to 
consideration, but not to the exclusion 
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of all the other people of America. 
There are three classes of people af!ected. · 
The first class might be the producers of 
cottonseed and soybean oil. I do not . 
want to plead their case. I am willing 
to waive any interest they may have in 
the measure. I have not stood here and 
argued on this bill in their behalf. 

The next class interested in this bill 
are the dairy people, of course. You 
have heard a great deal of discussion 
about the effect this will have on the 
dairy people. You have heard the as
SlAmPtion that my substitute H. R. 3 will 
greatly injure the dairy industry. Yet 
you have not heard one single speaker 
this afternoon, nor will you hear one 
single speaker explain to you how my bill 
will hurt the dairy industry or how any 
bill giving the American consumer free
dom of choice and assurance of selection 
will hurt the dairy industry. They say 
in one breath, "If you sell yellow oleo
margarine it will take the market for 
butter." In the next breath the origi
nal author of this bill, the man who in
troduced this bill and who then stepped 
aside to take the curse of Republicanism 
of! the bill, the gentleman from Min
nesota [Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN] has 
explained how you were going to put the 
dairy people out of business. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. POAGE. I am sorry. I have only 
a couple of minutes left. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I will 
explain how it will work. 

Mr. POAGE. I cannot yield to the 
gentleman, Mr. Chairman. The gentle
man has had his time and has discussed 
his point of view that my bill would de
stroy the dairy industry. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Then I 
will answer the gentleman tomorrow. 

Mr. POAGE. Then in the next breath 
the gentleman told . us that it would re
sult in a higher price for margarine. I 
do not know which side he wishes to 
stand on. Either H. R. 3 is going to re
sult in the sale of a cheap table spread 
that the poor people of America, who 
cannot afford to pay the high price of 
butter, can and will buy, or it is not going 
to affect the sale of butter at all. Does 
the gentleman believe that, if this'results 
in the sale of yellow margarine at the 
same price as butter, that the American 
people will select margarine in preference 
to butter? · I have never made any such 
contention. I believe the masses of the 
American people will take butter at the 
same price, but most of the American 
people do not have the 73 cerits a pound 
that it takes to buy butter. That is the 
reason most of the people would buy mar
garine if they had the opportunity. It 
will not take butter off the market. It 
will mean that those families that now 
cannot buy a table spread will be able to 
buy one. That has been the experience 
of every nation in the world. 

The greatest dairying nations in the 
world are the Low Countries of Europe, 
Holland, Belgium, and those countries; 
yet those countries all sell more butter 
per capita than does the United States 
and all of them sell from three to four 
times as much per capita of margarine, 

yellow margarine, if ·you please, as does 
the United States. · 

Mr. GRANGER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. POAGE. I am sorry, I cannot 
·yield. 

Every one of those countries in Europe 
that allows the free sale of yellow mar
garine sells more butter per capita than 
does the United States. Does that look 
like it would hurt the dairy people' of the 
United States if we, too, allowed the free 
sale of margarine in any form the con
sumer wants it? 

What about the States of the Union 
that have tried to impose restrictions on 
margarine, as so many States of the 
Union have? The State of Iowa has a 
prohibition against the sale of yellow 
margarine, and yet last year, 1947, the 
last year for which I have the figures, 
butterfat brought 82 cents a pound in 
Iowa. Missouri, an adjoining State, has 
no restriction on the sale of yellow mar
garine, and butterfat brought 90 cents a 
pound in Missouri. Go just west of 
them: The State of South Dakota en
tirely prohibits the sale of yellow mar
garine, and they got 73 cents a pound 
for butterfat. The State of Nebraska, 
adjoining South Dakota, prohibits it only 
in public-eating places, and they got 79 
cents a pound for butterfat. The State 
of Kansas, adjoining Nebraska, has no 
prohibition against the sale of yellow 
margarine, and they got 83 cents a pound 
for their butterfat. Even the farmers 
of the great State of Wisconsin, on one 
side of the great market of Chicago, got 
2 cents a pound less for their butterfat 
than did farmers in the State of Indiana, 
on the other side of that great market. 

Going to the ~ast, no man can say that 
there is a better market than the great 
city of New York. The State of New York 
prohibits the sale of yellow margarine. 
The farmers of the State of New York 
got $1.24 a pound for their butterfat in 
1947. In the little State of Rhode Island 
where they do not have the great city 
of New York, in the same year without 
any prohibition against ~he sale of yellow 
margarine they got $1.60 a pound for 
their butterfat. Does that look as 
though this prohibition against free en
terprise, G.gainst the right of the con
sumer to select the foods that he or she 
wants to buy, does that look like it would 
wipe out the dairyman? It has not done 
it; there is no evidence that the dairy
man has ever been helped by these re
strictive laws. 

But the dairyman is not the one to be 
primarily concerned with; certainly the 
consumers of America, the 140,000,000 
people who should be buying fluid milk 
and consuming the product of the dairy 
farm in its most valuable and most ac
ceptable form are to be considered also. 

In the final analysis there are but two 
fundamentals involved. I submit, any 
American citizen has a right to buy any 
pure food in any form or color that the 
purchaser wants and is willing to pay for. 
Second, the purchaser has a right to 
know that he gets the identical product 
he thinks he is buying. The Granger
Andresen butter bill violates both of 
these fundamentals. It prohibits the sale 

of yeliow margarine' in· interstate com
merce and denies the consumer the 
choice of products to which he is entitled. 
We might as well prohibit the sale of Ford 
cars in a State which does not have a 
Ford factory. It gives absolutely no pro
tection to the consumer from the decep
tion which the butter people have so long 
claimed to fear. On the contrary, it 
withdraws the protection of the Federal 
Pure Food and Drug laws. 

H. R. 3 gives every citizen the right to 
buy margarine in any form he wants it, 
but it requires that every separate serv
ing of yellow margarine be definitely 
identified as such. I think this is fair. 
I shall off er it as a substitute for the 
butter bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Texas has expired. 

Mr. BENNETT of Florida. Mr. Chair
man, I am glad that the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. POAGE] has so well es
tablished by his speech that there are , 
now legal and adequate methods to pro
tect the public in the nutritive standards 
of oleomargarine, at least when shipped 
in interstate commerce. 

The CHAIRMAN. All time has ex-
pired. 

The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read, as follows: 
Be it enacted, etc.

DECLARATION OF POLICY 
SECTION 1. Yellow oleomargarine resembles 

butter so closely that it lends itself readily 
to substitution for or confusion with butter 
and in many cases cannot be distinguished 
from butter by the ordinary consumer. The 
manufacture, sale, or serving of yellow oleo
margarine creates a condition conducive to 
substitution, confusion, fraud, and deception, 
and one which if permitted to exist tends to 
interfere with the orderly and fair marketing 
of essential foods in commerce. Such trans
actions in yellow oleomargarine, whether in
trastate or interstate in character, burden, 
obstruct, and affect commerce, interfere with 
the production of goods for commerce and 
the free flow of goods in commerce, and con
stitute an unfair method of competition in 
commerce. 

It is hereby declared to be the policy of 
Congress to correct and eliminate the con
ditions above referred to; to promote the 
orderly and fair marketing of essential foods 
in commerce; to prevent confusion, fraud, 
and deception in commerce; and to prohibit 
practices which burden, obstruct, or affect 
commerce, the free flow of goods in commerce, 
or the production of goods for commerce . . 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I move 
that the Committee do now rise. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly the Committee rose; and 

the Speaker having resumed the chair. 
Mr. WHITTINGTON, Chairman of the Com
mittee of the Whole House on the State 
of the Union, reported that that Com
mittee, having had under consideration 
the bill <H. R. 2023) to regulate oleo
margarine, and to repeal certain taxes 
relating to oleomargarine, and for other 
purposes, had come to no resolution 
thereon. 
TRANSFER OF FUNCTIONS OF REGIONAL 

AGRICULTURAL CREDIT CORPORATION 
TO THE SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent for the immediate 
consideration of the conference report on 
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the bill H. R. 2101, to authorize the Re
gional Agricultural Credit Corporation of 
Washington, D. C., to make certain dis
aster or emergency loans, and for other 
purposes. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 

the request of the gentleman from North 
Carolina? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the statement 
be read in lieu of the report. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from North 
Carolina? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the statement. 
The conference report and statement 

are as fallows: 

CONFERENCE REPORT 

The committee of conference on the dis
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 
2101) to authorize the Regional Agricultural 
Credit Corporation of Washington, DiStrict of 
Columbia, to make certain disaster or emer
gency loans, and for other purposes, having 
met, after full and free conference, have 
agreed to recommend and do recommend to 
their respective Houses as follows: 

That the House recede from its disagree
ment to the amendment of the Senate to the 
text of the bill, and agree to the same. 

That the House recede from its disagree
ment to the amendment of the Senate to 
the title, and agree to the same. 

HAROLD D. COOLEY, 

STEPHEN PACE, 
W. K. GRANGER, 

CLIFFORD R. HOPE, 

AUGUST H. ANDRESEN, 

Managers on the Part of the. House. 
E'LMER THOMAS, 

GEORGE D. AIKEN, 
MILTON R. YOUNG, 

CLINTON P. ANDERSON, 

ALLEN J. El.LENDER, 

Managers on the Part of the Senate. 

STATEMENT 

The managers on the part of the House 
at the conference on the disagreeing votes of 
the two Houses on the amendments of the 
Senate. to the bill (H. R. 2101) to authorize 
the Regional Agricultural Credit Corporation 
of Washington, D. C., to make certain dis
aster or emergency loans and for other pur
poses, submit the following statement in 
explanation of the effect of the action agreed 
upon and recommended in the accompany
ing conference report. 

The Senate amendment struck out all 
after the enacting clause in the House bill 
and substituted provisions, the effect of 
which are ( 1) to abolish the Regional Agri
cultural Credit Corporation of Washington, 
D. C., (2) to transfer its functions to the 
Secretary of Agriculture, and (3) to author
ize the Secretary to make loans to farmers 
and stockmen for any agricultural purpose 
in any area or region where he finds that a 
production disaster has caused a need for 
agricultural credit not readily available from 
commercial banks, cooperative lending agen
cies, or other responsible sources. 

The House bill authorized the Secretary of 
Agriculture to make loans or advances to 
farmers and stockmen in the event of eco
nomic emergencies or where the forces of 
nature have caused production disasters. 
The_ House bill also placed a limitation upon 
the amount of money authorized for admin
istrative expenses. 

The Senate amendment adopted by the 
conferees does not provide for as broad a 
loaning authority as was provided in the 

House bill. Under the House bill the Secre
tary of Agriculture through the Regional 
Agricultural Credit Corporation would have 
been authorized to provide credit to farmers 
and stockmen in any economic emergency 
whether or not the need for credit was at
tributable to a production disaster. Under 
the Senate amendment which was adopted 
by the conferees, loans may be made avail
able only when the Secretary finds that a 
production disaster has caused a need for 
agricultural credit and that such credit is 
not readily available from commercial banks, 
cooperative lending agencies, or other re
sponsible sources. 

The House bill authorized an expenditure 
of not to exceed $750,000 for administrative 
expenses. The Senate amendment au
thorizes the Secretary to utilize the revolv
ing fund created by section 84 of the Farm 
Credit Act of 1933, as amended, for the mak
ing of loans and for administrative expenses 
in connection with such loans and places 
no limitation on the amount of the authori
zation for administrative expenses. How
ever, the Senate committee in its report 
(Rept. No. 89) indicated that the Secretary 
of Agriculture should, under the terms of 
the Senate amendment,. be able to carry out 
the program with less cost. 

HAROLD D. COOLEY, 
STEPHEN PACE, 
W. K. GRANGER, 

CLIFFORD R. HOPE, 
AUGUST H. ANDRESEN, 

Managers on the Part of the House. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the conference report. 

The conference report was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 
EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

Mr. MULTER Cat the request of Mr. 
HOLIFIELD) was given permission to ex-
tend his remarks in the RECORD. · 

Mr. MACK of Illinois asked and was 
given permission to extend his remarks 
in the RECORD and include a letter from 
the secretary of State of Illinois and a 
resolution concerning the Lincoln ord
nance depot. 

Mr. SADOWSKI asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
RECORD in four instances and include ex
cerpts. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN asked 
and was given permission to revise and 
extend the remarks he made in Com
mittee and include tables and statistics. 

Mr. KEATING <at the request of Mr. 
EDWIN ARTHUR HALL) was given permis
sion to extend his remarks in the RECORD. 

Mr. VORYS Cat the request of Mr. 
HOPE) was given permission to extend 
his remarks in the RECORD and include 
extraneous matter. 

Mr. VAN ZANDT (at the request of 
Mr. HOPE) was given permission to ex
tend his remarks in the RECORD and in
clude extraneous matter. 

LEA VE OF ABSENCE 

By unanimous consent, leave of ab
sence was granted to Mrs. BosoNE <at the 
request of Mr. GRANGER), for March 30 
and March 31, on account of official 
business. · 
ENROLLED BILL AND JOINT 'RESOLUTION 

SIGNED 

Mrs. NORTON, from the Committee 
on House Administration, reported that 
that committee had examined and found 
truly enrolled a bill and joint resolution 

of the House of the following titles, which 
were thereupon signed by the Speaker: 

H. R. 3910. An act to extend for a tem
porary period the provisions of the District 
of Columbia Emergency Rent Act; and 

H.J. Res. 203. Joint resolut ion to maintain 
the status quo with respect to the exemp
tion, from the tax on transportation of per
sons, of foreign travel via Newfoundland. 

BILL AND JOINT RESOLUTION PRESENTED 
TO THE PRESIDENT 

Mrs. NORTON, from the Committee 
on House Administration, reported that 
that committee did on this day present 
to the President, for his approval, a bill 
and joint resolution of the House of the 
fallowing titles: 

H. R. 3910. An act to extend for a tempo
rary period the provisions of the District of 
Colwnbia Emergency Ren.t Act; and 

H.J. Res. 203. Joint resolution to maintaiu 
the status quo with respect to the exemption, 
from the tax on transportation of persons, 
of foreign travel via Newfoundland. 

ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accordingly 
Cat 5 o'clock and 57 minutes p. m.) the 
House adjourned until tomorrow, Friday, 
April 1, 1949, at 12 o'clock noon. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker's table and ref erred as fallows: 

479. A communication from the President 
of the United States, transmitting supple
mental estimates of appropriation for the 
fiscal year 1949 in the amount of $92,619,888 
for the various departments and agencies 
(H. Doc. No. 149); to the Committee on Ap
propriations and ordered to be printed. 

480. A letter from the Archivist of the 
United States, transmitting the Fourteenth 
Annual Report of the Archivist of the United 
States, covering the fiscal year ending June 
30, 1948; to the Committee on Post Office and 
Civil Service. 

481. A letter from the Archivist of the 
United States, transmitting the Ninth An
nual Report of the Archivist of the United 
States on the Franklin D. Roosevelt Library, 
Hyde Park, N. Y., for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1948; to the Committee on House 
Administration. 

482. A letter from the Chairman, Muni
tions Board, National Military Establish- · 
ment, transmitting the Annual Report on · 
the National Industrial Reserve;· to the Com
mittee on Armed Services. 

483. A letter from the Acting Chairman, 
United States Advisory Commission on In
formation, transmitting the Semiannual Re
port of the United States Advisory Commis
sion on Information covering the interna
tional information activities; to the Com
mittee on Foreign Affairs. 

484. A letter from the Acting Secretary of 
the Interior, transmitting a supplemental 
finding .of feasibility for the Platoro Reser
voir as the first unit of the Conejos division 
of the San Luis Valley reclamation project, 
Colorado (H. Doc. No. 150); to the Committee 
on Public Lands and ordered to be printed. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC 
BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2_ of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr.. PETERSON: Committee on Public 
Lands. H. R. 2369. A bill to authorize an 
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appropriation to complete the International 
Peace Garden, N. Dak.; without amendment 
(Rept. ~o 359). Referred to the Committee 
of the Wholn House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. McMILLAN of South Carolina: Com
mittee on t.he District of Columbia. H. R. 
3088. A bill to increase the compensation 
of certain employees of the municipal gov
ernment of the District of Columbia, and 
for other purposes; without amendment 
(Rept. -No. 360) . Referred -to the Commit
tee of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union. 

Mr. WHITTINGTON: Committee on Pub
lic Works. H. R. 3856. A bill to provide for 
a Commission on Renovation of the Execu
tive Mansion; with amendments .(Rept. No: 
361). Referred to th~ Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union. 
. Mr. FELLOWS: Committee on the Judi

ciary. H. R. 3875. A bill to amend subsec
tion ( c) of section 19 of the Immigration . 
Act of 1917, as amended·, with respect to 
suspension of deportation of aliens; without 
amendment (Rept. No. 362). Referred to 
the Committ ee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRIVATE 
BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar , as follows: · 

Mr. GOSSETT: Committee on the Judi
ciary. S. 32. An act for the relief of ~ilo 
Jurisevic, Mrs. Jelena Jurisevic, Svetbzar Ju
risevic, and Radmila Jurisevic; with an 
amendment (Rept. No. 356). Referred to 
the Committee of the Whole House. 

Mr . FELLOWS: Committee on the Judi
ciary. H. R. 750. A bill for the relief of Lee 
F. Bertuccioli; without amendment (Rept. 
No. 357). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House. 

Mr. CASE of New Jersey: Committee on 
the Judiciary. H. R. 2360. A bill for the re
lief of Theodore Papachristopoulos; with 
amendments (Rept. No. 358). Referred to 
the Committee of the Whole House. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESuLUTIONS 

Under clause 3 of rule XXII, public 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally re~erred as follows: 

By Mr. BARDEN: 
H. R. 3925. A bill to authorize a preliminary 

survey to determine the feasibility of con
structing a channel through Topsail Inlet, 
N. C., to the inland waterway; to the Com
mit tee on Public Works. 

By Mr. CASE of Soutµ Dakota: 
H. R. 3926. A bill to rename a game sanc

tuary in the Harney National Forest as the 
"Norbeck Wildlife Preserve," and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. CAVALCANTE: 
H. R. 3927. A bill to make it a crime for 

any person, as part of a plan to overthrow 
the Govei:nment of the United States ·by 
force or violence, to incite contempt for such 
Government by the use of publications, mo
tion-picture films, or radio broadcasts; to 
the Commit t ee on the Judiciary. 

By M'r . ELSTON: 
H. R. 3928. A bill to incorporate the Guild 

of Carillonneurs in North America; to the 
Commit t ee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. HAND: 
H. R. 3929. A bill to provide for the mobili

zation of t he scientific resources and knowl
edge of the United States for the purpose of 
seeking t he causes and cure of cancer, heart 
disease, infantile paralysis, and other dis
eases of mankind; to the Committee on In
terstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. HART: ,. 
H. R. 3930. A bill to amend the Merchant 

Marine Ac t, 1936, and for other purposes; to 

the Committee on Merchant Marine and 
Fisheries. , 

By Mr. HILL: 
H. R. 3931. A bill to authorize certain addi

tional allocations of costs of the Colorado. 
Big Thompson Federal reclamation project; 
to the Committee on Public Lands. 

By Mr. KILIBURN: 
H. R. 3932. A bill to exempt a.rtificial limbs 

from duty if imported for personal use and 
not for sale; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. KUNKEL: 
H. R. 3933. A bill to permit Federal em

ployees who retired before April 1, 1948, to 
elect to have their annuities computed on 
the same basis as Federal employees who re-. 
tired on or after such date, and for other 
purposes; -to the Committee on Post Office 
and Civil .Service .. 

By Mr. MONRONEY: 
H. R. 3934. A bill to perm.it. religious or 

charitable societies to import musical in
struments free of duty in certain cases; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. TEAGUE: 
H. R. 3935. A bill relating to the .promo

tion of veterans of World War II in the field 
service of the Post Office Department; to the 
Committee on Post Office and Civil Service. 

By Mr. WINSTEAD: 
H. R. 3936. A bill to strengthen the national 

defense by maKing it possible for persons 
drafted under the Selective Service Act of 
1948 (Public Law 759, 80th Cong., 2d sess .) 
as well as all other personnel to choose the 
type of units in which they serve; to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

By Mr. WITHROW: 
H. R. 3937. A bill to provide for a survey 

of physically handicapped citizens; to the 
Committee on Post Office and Civil Service. 

By M;r . CRAWFORD: 
H. R. 3938. A bill to prohibit interstate 

commerce in imitation cheese, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce. 

H. R. 3939. A bill to prohibit interstate 
commerce in imitation lee cream and in imi
tation lee milk, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce. 

By Mr. HINSHAW: 
H. R. 3940. A bill to amend the Civil Aero

nautics Act of 1988, as amended, to regulate 
the transportation, packing, marking, and 
description of explosives and other dangerous 
articles; to the Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. POAGE: 
H. R. 3941. A bill to authorize and direct 

the Administrator of Veterans' Affairs to con
vey certain buildings surplus to the needs of 
the Veterans' Administration to the State of 
Texas for the purpose of establishing and 
maintaining a State me.dical college and 
State hospital; to the Committee on Veterans' 
Affairs. 

By Mr. PRIEST: 
H. R. 3942. A bill to provide for the general 

welfare by enabling the several States to 
make more adequate provision for the health 
of school children through the development 
of school health services for the prevention, 
diagnosis, and treatment of physical and 
mental defects and conditions; to the Com
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

H. R. 3943. A bill to amend the Public 
Health Service Act to support research and 
training in rheumatism and arthritis, mul
tiple sclerosis, cerebral palsy and epilepsy, 
and other diseases, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce. 

By Mr. SECREST: . 
H. R. 2944. A bill to establish a National 

Commission on Intergovernmental Relations; 
to the Committee on Expenditures in the Ex
ecutive Departments. • 

. By Mr. SIMPSON of Peri.nsylvanla: 
It R. 3945. A b111 . to exempt frciin admis

sions tax admissions to museums operated 

or conducted by the Federal Government, the 
several State governments, or political sub
divisions thereof; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

By Mr. VINSON: 
H. R. 3946. A bill to promote the national 

defense and to contribute to more effective 
aeronautical research by authorizing profes
sional personnel of the National Advisory 
Committee for Aeronautics to attend accred
ited graduate schools for research and study; 
to the Committee on Armed Services. 

By Mr, MURDOCK: 
H. R. 3947. A bill to approve a repayment 

contract negotiated with the Shasta View ir
r}gation district, 11.~alin, Oreg., and for other 
purposes; to 'the Committee ori Pubiic Lands. 

H. R.'3948. A bill to approve a rep~yment 
contract negotiated with the Okanogan irri
gation district, Washington, and to author
ize its execution and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Public Lands. 

H. R. 3949. A bill to approve a repayment 
contract negotiated with the Kittitas recla
mation district and to authorize its execu
tion, to approve the reclassification of lands 
within the Kittitas division of the Yakima 
project, Washington, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Public Lands. 

H. R. 3950. A bill to approve a contract 
negotiated with the Uncompahgre Valley 
Water Users' Association and to authorize its 
execution, to approve reclassification of land 
of the Uncompahgre project, Colorado, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Public Lands. 

H. R. 3951. A bill to approve a repayment 
contract negotiated with the Bitter Root 
irrigation district, Mont ana, and to author
ize its execution, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Public Lands. 

H. R. 3952. A bill to approve a contract 
negotiated with the Willwood irrigation dis
trict and to authorize its execution, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Public 
Lands. 

By Mr. MILLER of California: 
H. ~· 3953. A bill to authorize the Federal 

Security Administrator to assist the States 
in the development of community recreation 
programs for the people of the United St!ttes, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Education and Labor. 

By Mr. KLEIN: 
H. R. 3954. A bill to amend the Alcoholic 

Beverage Control Act of the District of 
Columbia of 1934; to the Committee on the 
District of Columbia. 

By Mr. LYNCH: 
· H. R. 3955. A bill to provide for the pay
ment of Federal unemployment taxes into 
the Federal unemployment account to be 
avallable for the administration of unem
ployment compensation laws and public em
ployment offices, and to return to the States 
the excess of such taxes over such adminis
trative expenses, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee ·on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. WEICHEL: 
H. R. 3956. A bill to provide for the ex

pansion of post-office facility at Tiffin, Ohio; 
to the Committee on Public Works. 

By Mr. KEATING: 
H. J. Res. 211. Joint resolution to author

ize the issuance of a special series of stamps 
commemorating the volunteer workers and 
contributors of the Nation's community 
chests; to the Committee on Post O.ffice and 
Civil Service. 

MEMORIALS 

Under clause 3 of rule XXII, memorials 
were presented and ref erred as follows: 

By the SPEAKER: Memorial of the Legis
lature of the State of Massachusetts, me
morializing the President and the Congress 
of the United States to revise the Agricul
tural Adjust ment Act for the purpose of low
ering the high cost of living; to the Com
mittee on Agriculture. 
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Also, memorial of the Legislature of the 

State of Arkansas, memorializing the Presi
dent and the Congress of the United States 
to oppose the federalization of the National 
Guard of the United States and the National 
Guard of the several States, Territories, and 
the District of Columbia in whole or in part; 
to the Committee on Armed Services. 

Also, memorial of the Legislature of the 
State of West Virginia, memorializing the 
President and the Congress of the United 
States to repeal the Taft-Hartley law; to the 
Committee on Education and Labor. 

Also, memorial of the Legislature of the 
State of Oklahoma, memorializing the Presi
dent and the Congress of the United States 
to amend the Natural Gas Act; to the Com
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

Also, memorial of the Legislature of the 
Territory of Alaska, urging the appointment 
of an Alaskan on the International Fisheries 
Commission; to the Committee on Public 
Lands. 

Also, memorial of the Legislature of the 
Territory of Hawaii, memorializing the Presi
dent and the Congress of the United States 
to repeal the Federal taxes on the transpor
tation of persons and property as each affects 
interisland transportation in Hawaii and 
transportation between Hawaii and the main
land United States; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally ref erred as follows: 

By Mr. CHRISTOPHER: 
H. R. 3957. A bill to direct the Secretary of 

Agriculture to convey certain mineral rights; 
to the Committee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. FLOOD: 
H. R. 3958. A bill for the relief of Michael 

A. Perna; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
H. R. 3959. A bill to provide for the read

mission to citizenship of Mrs. Pepa Opalicki; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. FULTON: 
H. R. 3960. A bill for the relief of Adam 

Zakielarcz; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary. 

By Mr. HAND: 
H. R. 3961. A bill for · the relief of Lamia 

Abed Khalil El Abed; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. JAVITS (by request): 
H. R. 3962. A bill for the relief of Dr. Marek 

ljalpern; to .the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. KILDAY: 

H. R. 3963. A bill for the relief of Edward 
Lee Ankerson; to the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

By Mr. McGREGOR: 
H. R. 3964. A bill for the relief of Walter M. 

Smith; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By· Mr. McMILLAN of South Carolina: 

H. R. 3965. A bill for the relief of Mrs. 
Oteein Foxworth and children; to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. MONRONEY: 
H. R. 3966. A bill for the relief of the Yellow 

Cab Transit Co., of Oklahoma City; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

PETITIONS, ETC. 

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions 
and papers were laid on the Clerk's desk 
and ref erred as follows: 

419. By Mr. BARRETT of Wyoming: Res
olution of Farmers Union Local 494, of Hawk· 
Springs, Wyo., for support of H. R. 113, pro
viding for farm telephones through the REA; . 
to the Committee on Agriculture. 

420. Also, resolution of Farmers Union 
Local 494, of Hawk Springs, Wyo., endorsing 
the Missouri Valley Authority; to the Com
mittee on Public Works, 

421. By Mr. BUCKLEY of Illinois: Petition 
of the Cowicil of the City of Harvey, Ill., 
urging the Congress to pass the General Pul
aski's Memorial Day resolution now pending 
in the United States Congress; to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

422. By Mr. GOODWIN: Memorial of the 
Massachusetts Legislature, asking all Mem
bers of Congress from Massachusetts to exert 
their influence to effect the unification of 
all of the counties in Eire to the Committee 
on Foreign Affairs. 

423. Also, memorial of the Massachusetts 
Legislature, asking the Congress to pass the 
General Pulaski's Memorial Day resolution 
now pending before it; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

424. By Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts: 
Memorial of the General Court of Massachu
setts, urging unification of all the counties 
of Eire; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

425. By Mr. MILLER Of Maryland: Res
olution of the Dorchester County Medical 
Society, going on record against any form of 
compulsory health insurance or any system 
of political medicine designed for national 
bureaucratic control; to the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

426. By Mr. TOWE: Petition Of 38 resi
dents of Fairview and Cliffside Park, N. J., 
urging the repeal of the 20-percent excise tax 
on toilet goods; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

427. By the SPEAKER: Petition of John F. 
Reilly, grand knight, St. Augustine Council, 
Knights of Columbus, Stamford, Conn., peti
tioning consideration of their resolution with 
reference to enacting into law the McMahon
Johnson bill, S. 496, and thereby demonstrat
ing sincerity and devotion to the welfare of 
all citizens of the United States, and particu
larly the children; to the Committee on Edu
cation and Labor. 

428. Also, petition of William M. Skipp, 
M. D., Mahoning County Medical Society, 
Youngstown, Ohio, petitioning consideration 
of their resolution concerning the federaliza
tion of medicine, and opposing any type of 
compulsory health insurance as proposed in 
the bills S. 5, H. R. 345, and H. R. 783; to the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com
merce. 

429. Also, petition of George Drennan, M. 
D .. Morgan County Medical Society, Jackson
ville, Ill., petitioning consideration of their 
resolution opposing the enactment of any 
legislation that would provide compulsory or 
national health insurance or any part of so
cialized medical care in any form; to the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com
merce. 

430. Also, petition of Francis Williams, 
chairman, Louisiana Ports Survey Commis
sion, New Orleans 12, La., asking for support 
of several bills having for their purpose 
the rehabilitation and modernization of the 
equipment of the Federal Barge Lines; to 
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce. 

431. Also, petition of Mrs. Anna C. Finch 
and others, Orlando, Fla., requesting passage 
of H. R. 2135 and 2136, known as the Town
send plan; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

432. Also, petition of Mrs. Helena E. Roby 
and others, St. Cloud, Fla., requesting pas
sage of H. R. 2135 and 2136, known as the 
Townsend plan; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

433. Also, petition of Alfred G. Alexander 
and others, Orlando, Fla., requesting passage 
of H. R. 2135 and 2136, known as the Town
a·end plan; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

434. Also, petition of Mrs. Albina Bibeau 
and others, St. Petersburg, Fla., requesting 
p_assage of H. R. 2135 and 2136, known as the 
Townsend plan; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. • 

435. Also, petition of M;rs. E. Vernon _ ~d 
others, West Palm Beach, Fla., requesting 

passage of H. R. 2135 and 2136, known as the 
Townsend plan; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

436. Also, petition of H. Caine and others, 
Orlando, Fla., requesting passage of H. R. 
2135 and 2136, known as the Townsend plan: 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

437. Also, petition of Mrs. Ida J. Wallace 
and others, St. Cloud, Fla., requesti:p.g pass
age of H. R. 2135 and 2136, known as the 
Townsend plan; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

438. Also, petition of Mrs. Alice D. Kenney 
and others, St. Cloud, Fla., requesting pass
age of H. R. 2135 and 2136, known as the 
Townsend plan; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

439. Also, petition of Mrs. F. H. Godfrey 
and others, St. Cloud, Fla., requesting pass
age of H. R. 2135 and 2136, known as the 
Townsend plan; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

440. Also, petition of Mrs. Z. V. Dyson and 
others, Orlo Vista, Fla., requesting passage 
of H. R. 2135 and 2136, known as the Town
send plan; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

441. Also, petition of Dr. J. R. Leatherman 
and others, West Palm Beach, Fla., requesting 
passage of H. R. 2135 and 2136, known as the 
Townsend plan; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

442. Also, petition of Mabel M. Hand and 
others, Daytona Beach, Fla., requesting pass
age of H. R. 2135 and 2136, known as the 
Townsend plan; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

443. Also, petition of Mrs. R. A. Hanson and 
others, Holly Hill, Fla., requesting passage 
of H. R. 2135 and 2136, known as the Town
send plan; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

444. Also, petition of George I. Brazier and 
others, Orlanda, Fla., requesting passage of 
H. R. 2135 and 2136, known as the Townsend 
plan; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

445. Also, petition of Grace E. Major and 
others, Miami, Fla., requesting passage of 
H. R. 2135 and 2136, known as the Townsend 
plan; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

SENATE 
FRIDAY, APRIL 1, 1949 

<Legislative day of Friday, March 18, 
1949) 

· The Senate met at 11 o'clock a. m., on 
the expiration of the recess. 

The Chaplain, Rev. Frederick Brown 
Harris, D. D., offered the following 
prayer: 

Our Father God, grant us, we beseech 
Thee, the lowly heart purged of pride 
and self-seeking, which is the only temple 
that can contain the Infinite. Enrich 
our lives with the grace of gratitude, for 
we come to the day's beginning with the 
song in our hearts: "Bless the Lord, 0 my 
soul, and forget not all his benefits." 

We bless Thee for all Thy bounties, 
new every morning; for the glories of 
the world in which we live, for the work 
Thou hast given us to do and the strength 
with which to do-· 1t, the lessons Thou 
hast set us to learn in Thy great school 
of disciplj_ne. Amid all the masquer
ades of error and the sophistries of the 
cynical which seek to deceive our day, 
lead" us in the way of truth. May we 
llold the faith by which we live in unity 
of spirit, in the bond. of peace, and in 
righteousness -of life. · We ask it all in 
the dear Redeemer's name. A.men. 
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